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Abstract 
 
The gender leadership gap has received much attention in the literature in recent years, 
where around the world, men are much more likely than women to hold powerful 
positions.  Although the explanations given for this phenomenon can often revolve 
around biological sex-differences, or the choices that women make, the focus of this 
thesis is on social explanations, and the social roles expected of women that make it 
more difficult to enact the expected qualities of a leader without incurring negative 
social judgments.  While past research has focused on how leadership qualities influence 
social judgments of women and men, this thesis addresses the step before leadership, 
looking specifically at how men and women are perceived when they desire leadership 
positions: in other words, how men and women are perceived when they are ambitious. 
Ambition is a trait that is often seen negatively, in both men and women, as something 
that is selfish, ruthless and individualistic.  However, negative traits that are part of the 
masculine stereotype are more accepted in men than they are in women.  In this thesis, 
I examine how ambition is perceived in women and men, and whether negative 
perceptions of ambitious people can be ameliorated using particular strategies.  Thus 
the questions that this thesis attempts to answer are: can negative perceptions of 
ambition be ameliorated by the simultaneous presentation of other characteristics, and 
do these ameliorating factors operate differently for perception of ambitious men and 
women. I use a combination of qualitative and quantitative research to address these 
questions. 
A series of studies was conducted to examine when ambition is perceived negatively, 
and how these negative perceptions can be ameliorated.  In study 1, experimental 
manipulations indicated that although ambition was perceived more negatively than 
contentment with one’s position, it was viewed as more likely to lead to positive 
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outcomes in the future.  In study 2, a discursive analysis of newspaper constructions of 
Australian Prime Minister Julia Gillard’s elevation to leadership suggests that 
perceptions of ambition may be more complicated.  This study shows that ambition can 
have multiple expressions, and multiple meanings, and can be perceived in a variety of 
different ways.  Gillard’s ambition was presented as coming at a cost to her femininity, 
but was ameliorated when presented in conjunction with communal behaviours or 
collective goals.  In order to untangle the multiple ways that ambition can be expressed 
and understood, three experimental studies were designed to formally test the 
combinations of communality and ambition, and collective goals and ambition, and 
whether these combinations would be perceived differently in men and women.  
Findings suggest that ambition is viewed positively when combined with communal 
traits and behaviours, while the strategy of collective goals also reduces some of the 
negative perceptions of ambition.  Studies 3, 4 and 5 provided no evidence that 
perceptions of ambition in combination with other traits was moderated by the gender 
of the ambitious target.  Although the findings across the five studies do not provide a 
clear picture of how gender affects perceptions of ambition, the consistent finding of 
ambition as perceived as negative, but able to be ameliorated, has far reaching 
implications.  As past research suggests that women are often more penalised than men 
for perceptions of a lack of warmth, it may be that communal strategies that bolster 
perceptions of warmth (in addition to the competence that is more readily attributed to 
ambitious women) are most important for ambitious women, in order to further reduce 
the gender gap in leadership. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 
At the surface, it may seem that gender inequality is a problem of the past.  Girls 
are getting the same marks as boys in school, and in some cases, it seems that girls are 
doing better (OECD, 2011).  At the university level, women are often graduating 
college at higher rates than men around the world (ABS, 2012b; OECD, 2011).  
Women are working at much higher rates than in the past; where in 1961, only 34% of 
women worked, but in 2011, this rate had increased to 59% (for females aged 15 or 
older; ABS, 2011).  Recent reports from the United States have found that in 40% of 
American families, the mother is the primary breadwinner (Pew Research Centre, 2013).  
It would seem from these statistics that women are achieving parity to men, from the 
classroom to the workplace.  
And yet, when scratching below the surface, the inequalities are not difficult to 
see.  While an increase can be seen in women’s workforce participation in Australia in 
the last 50 years, it has remained relatively stable for the last 10 years (see ABS, 2008), 
and men are still much more likely to work than women (72% of men, compared to 
59% of women).  When women are the primary breadwinners for their families, the 
majority of the time, this is because they are single mothers (Pew Research Centre, 
2013).  Despite graduating university at high rates, Australian female graduates are only 
earning 90% of what male graduates earn immediately following graduation.  When 
comparing all men and women who work full time, Australian women working full time 
earn only 82% of what men earn (ABS, 2012a), and this number has remained relatively 
stable over the last 20 years.  This pay gap is echoed around the world, with women 
earning 82% of what men earn in the United States (IWPR, 2011), and ranges from 62 
to 90% around the world (OECD, 2008).  Part of this problem revolves around the 
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career segregation in the workforce.  Yes, more women are working, but the type of 
work women do is markedly different.  Women are much more likely to work in care 
industries with lower average incomes than those that men are more likely to work in 
(Pocock & Alexander, 1999).  Women are also much more likely to work part time than 
men, and when part time work is included, the gender pay gap doubles, with Australian 
women earning only 63% of what men earn (ABS, 2012a). 
A more telling explanation of the gender pay gap is the gender leadership gap – 
where top leadership positions have been, throughout history and throughout the 
world, dominated by men.  Women are very sparsely represented in the higher positions 
within companies and governments (e.g. Arulampalam, Booth & Bryan, 2007; Catalyst, 
2009; Catalyst, 2010; Kee, 2006).  Globally, women make up only 21% of the world’s 
parliamentary positions, while Australian women hold 24% of these positions (IPU, 
2013).  In the corporate world, the presence of women is even lower, with women 
holding 9% of executive officer positions and board seats throughout Australia 
(Workplace Gender Equality Agency, 2012).  This figure is even lower in the United 
States, and stands at about 5% (Catalyst, 2013).  Even in industries that are dominated 
by women, men are much more likely to hold management and leadership positions 
than women (a phenomenon which has been labelled the ‘glass escalator’; Williams, 
1992). 
While the extent of the inequality within leadership positions is clear, the 
reasons behind the gap are less obvious.  The gap is often described using the term 
‘glass ceiling’, which denotes not only the limit on the progression women can achieve 
within the workplace, but also how difficult it is to identify the barriers that impede this 
progression.  The explanations that have been provided in the literature are various, and 
place focus on the biological differences in men and women, the different choices that 
men and women make, and differences in the social barriers that men and women face.  
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Proponents of a biological explanation of the gender gap in leadership purport that men 
and women are biologically different, and have different innate abilities (e.g. Browne, 
1999).  According to this view, women are simply more suited to nurture children, while 
men are more suited to provide, as well as having the dominance and aggression to get 
ahead.  However, leadership as we know it today can be seen as having little overlap 
with the survival instincts needed in our ancestors.  More importantly, some research 
suggests when the same opportunities are made available to them, men and women are 
both equally capable of carrying out leadership roles (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt & van 
Engen, 2003; Eagly, Karau & Makhijani, 1995).  This suggests that biological 
explanations offer a limited understanding of the gender in leadership gap. 
Alternatively, those who support a choice level of explanation of the gender 
leadership gap assert that men and women make different choices in life, and have 
different desires (e.g. Hakim, 2006).  While men have the desire to progress and succeed 
in the workplace, women are more likely to prioritise time at home over time at work, 
and focus on their children more so than their careers.  However, other research has 
found that men and women have similar desires for leadership both at the university 
and at the workplace level (King, 2008; Storvik & Schøne, 2008).  Additionally, a choice 
level of explanation suggests that this choice is a direct reflection of ambition; if one is 
ambitious, they will choose to take a leadership position; if they are not ambitious, they 
will choose not to take a leadership position.  However, this argument ignores the social 
and personal conditions that surround any choices that women make.  It is important to 
consider the context of these choices, and the social influences that may impact on 
them. 
In this thesis, I will follow a social explanation of the leadership gap.  A social 
influence explanation of the gender leadership gap takes into account the effects of 
social influence and expectations on women’s desire to become, and abilities to perform 
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as, a leader.  Social expectations of what women are, and what they should be, can affect 
many aspects of a woman’s experience in the workplace (see Chapter 2).  The negative 
perceptions that women often face in the workplace can affect the barriers they face 
(Aycan, 2004; Hymowitz & Schellhardt, 1986; Jackson, 2001; Liff & Ward, 2001), the 
way that others interact with them (Phelan, Moss-Racusin & Rudman, 2008; Rudman & 
Glick, 1999), or even their own personal choices (Rudman & Heppen, 2003; Sandberg, 
2012).  Rather than women being less able to fulfil the role of a leader, or being less 
likely to choose to be a leader, it seems the social world has wide ranging effects on the 
opportunities for, and choices made by, women in the workforce.  
Perceptions of women in the workplace, while receiving much attention in the 
academic literature over the years (see Chapter 2), have also gained attention in a wider 
public audience.  A recent book published by Sheryl Sandberg, Chief Operating Officer 
of Facebook (Lean In, 2013), highlights not only the barriers that women are likely to 
face within the workplace, but also the barriers that women place on themselves.  
Sandberg suggests that there is a gender ambition gap, where women are less likely to be 
ambitious, or less likely to act on their ambitions, than men.  And while there is both 
research that suggests that men are on average more ambitious than women (Litzky & 
Greenhaus, 2007; Powell & Butterfield, 2003), and research that suggests that women 
are just as ambitious as men (King, 2008; Storvik & Schøne, 2008), there is perhaps a 
more important question to ask: is ambition perceived the same way in men and women?  
Considering the ways that social perceptions can affect women in the workplace, it 
seems important to understand if ambition is perceived negatively in women, more so 
than men.  If a desire to lead is perceived negatively, these negative perceptions may 
affect whether or not one expresses and pursues that desire. 
Ambition as a specific construct has received little attention in the social 
psychology literature, particularly in regards to perceptions of ambition in men and 
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women. Although variations of ambition have been touched upon (e.g. Eddleston, 
Baldridge & Veiga, 2004; Ellemers, de Gilder & van den Heuval, 1998), specific studies 
of ambition are few and far between.  As ambition can arguably be seen as a precursor 
to leadership, ambition seems to be an important trait to understand, in helping 
understand who becomes a leader, and why.  Perhaps even more importantly, a focus 
on ambition, and the way it is perceived, may help us to understand why some people 
are less likely to become leaders. 
I argue that ambition can be a site for research from which we can further 
understand why women do not reach these leadership positions.  In this thesis, rather 
than focusing on leadership directly, I focus upon the path to leadership – or more 
specifically, on those who are focused on that path to leadership.  In Chapter 2, I 
provide an argument for why this research is so important, and how it fits into the 
literature as it stands today.  While ambition is a trait that may be generally perceived 
negatively (see Champy & Nohria, 2000), if it is more expected in men than in women, 
then women may receive more penalties than men for enacting it.  If this is the case, 
then this may disproportionably affect women more so than men, in whether or not 
they choose to express and pursue these ambitions.  This thesis focuses not only on 
when ambition is perceived negatively in men and women, but also on how these 
negative perceptions might be overcome. 
The first two studies presented in this thesis will attempt to understand how this 
ambition is perceived in men and women, using both qualitative and quantitative 
analyses.  While experimental methods are needed to rule out alternative explanations, 
real world examples are imperative in understanding these perceptions in a more 
realistic context.   Real world examples can provide data that are not only representative 
of constructions in a real context, but can also guide further quantitative research.  To 
answer the question of how ambition is perceived in men and women, I first conduct a 
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qualitative analysis of constructions of an ambitious woman in the media, to understand 
how ambition is understood in a real world setting.  Following this, I conduct an 
experimental study that manipulates whether targets are ambitious or content in their 
current position.  This will allow an assessment of whether men or women are preferred 
when they do or do not wish to progress within their company.  This combination of 
analyses allows a broader and more nuanced understanding of how ambition is 
understood in men and women.  If these methods reveal that ambition is viewed 
negatively, and particularly so in women, another important question arises: how might 
people within the workforce overcome negative perceptions of their ambition, so that 
this does not affect their career progression?  The last three studies of this thesis will 
focus upon answering this question. 
As ambition is such a complex trait, which can be seen as both positive and 
negative at the same time, it may often be seen ambiguously – where it is unclear 
whether ambition is something to be wary of, or as something to respect, in another 
person.  It is likely that people will assess the ambitious person not only on the basis of 
their ambition, but also on the traits, behaviours or motivations that are presented 
alongside this ambition.  Thus in order to overcome potential negative perceptions, of 
being ruthless or selfish in the pursuit of ones ambition, I argue that additional 
characteristics are needed in order for others to perceived the ambitious person 
positively.  Specifically, a combination of masculine (agentic) and feminine (communal) 
traits may provide a strategy by which negative perceptions of ambition can be 
ameliorated.  People are preferred when they are both capable and compassionate, 
when they are both assertive and helpful.  This strategy, which is conceptually grounded 
in androgyny, may be particularly useful for women, in allowing them to present 
themselves as both an effective worker and a woman at the same time (see Chapter 2 
for a full discussion).  As agency and ambition are more expected in men than women, 
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this may mean that for men, androgyny is useful to heighten positive perceptions, but for 
women, it is necessary to avoid negative perceptions.  This thesis tests the circumstances 
under which ambitious women are able to present themselves as androgynous, in order 
to influence others’ perceptions of them. 
I focus upon two ways in which androgyny can be enacted, and presented 
alongside ambition. The testing of these two strategies forms Studies 3, 4 and 5 of this 
thesis.  The first of these strategies is a presentation of communality; where this 
presentation is then further split into expressing communality through broad traits 
(Study 3) or specific behaviours (Study 4). In practice, these two expressions will often 
overlap (where someone who acts communally often holds, or is at least perceived to 
hold, communal traits), but of course, sometimes a person will act communally while 
not being seen as a generally communal person.  Additionally, in investigating how 
people are perceived, it is important to untangle a perception of stable traits versus a 
perception of contextual behaviours.  First, I propose that if one were to be seen as 
having both communal and agentic traits, these traits could be seen to achieve a kind of 
androgynous balance – where it wouldn’t matter how ambitious the person was for the 
self, if the person was also a kind and helpful person.  Secondly, it may also be that 
exhibiting specific communal behaviours, such as helping a person in a specific way, 
might be perceived even more positively than an abstract trait.  This way, ambition 
could be achieved through specific communal behaviours, where if the ambition is 
acted upon in a selfless way, the individualistic ambition will not be perceived 
negatively.  It is important to note that the expression of androgyny in the workplace 
requires a display of agency.  For both men and women, it is important that they 
express a level of agency that allows them to be seen as competent and able to achieve 
the tasks required of their position.  This thesis will assess whether combining agency 
with either communal traits or communal behaviours ameliorates negative perceptions 
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of ambition, and whether the overall strategy of communality is particularly useful for 
women. 
The second avenue of expressing androgyny that I focus upon in this thesis is 
through collective goals.  In this strategy, rather than behaviours being communal, it is 
the motivation behind the behaviours that puts others before the self – where the 
ambitious goals are to progress within a company as a way of benefitting the company, 
rather than simply to achieve personal success.  This strategy has been found to be 
more beneficial to women than men, as female leaders are perceived most positively 
when they are seen to be motivated by the desire to help others (e.g. Fine, 2009; 
Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996).  The positive perceptions of communally motivated 
women may include ambitious women, leading to the hypothesis that ambitious women 
may be perceived more positively when their ambition is motivated by the good of the 
group.  In practice, these communal and collective strategies may not be so separate; 
but I will treat them as two different avenues in order to test how effective either of 
these strategies are at ameliorating the negative perceptions of ambition in women and 
men. 
Although the benefits of androgyny, and the strategies of communality and 
collectivism, have received some attention in the gender and leadership area (e.g. Carli 
LaFleur & Loeber, 1995; Eagly & Carli, 2007; Fine, 2009; Prentice & Carranza, 2002; 
Rudman & Glick, 2001;), they have not been specifically tested in terms of how these 
strategies might affect perceptions of ambitious women and men.  Considering the 
complexities of perceptions of ambition, as well as the links between ambition and 
leadership, it is important to test whether strategies that create an androgynous persona 
will be as useful to ambitious people, and specifically ambitious women, as they are to 
women leaders.  Understanding the potential value of these strategies might allow 
ambitious women to adapt more beneficial ways of acting within the workplace, in 
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order to allow for a smoother progression to higher positions.  In this sense, this thesis 
looks not only at potential explanations for why women do not reach leadership 
positions, but also at the methods of expressing and enacting ambition that may assist 
women in achieving leadership positions. 
The structure of this thesis 
 This thesis investigates perceptions of ambition in men and women, and how 
ambition might be perceived differently when presented in different ways.  In the next 
chapter, I begin with an extended literature review, which discusses in more detail the 
literature surrounding gender, leadership and ambition, as well as making explicit the 
theories and hypotheses that direct the following studies.  Chapter 3 looks at a real life 
case study of an ambitious woman, analysing the way Australia’s first female prime 
minister, Julia Gillard, was presented in the Australian media following her ascension.  
Chapter 4 involves an experimental study that tests how ambition is viewed in men and 
women, using university and community samples.  Following from these chapters 
looking at how ambition is perceived, Chapters 5 and 6 test potential strategies that 
might be used to ameliorate the negative perceptions of ambition. Chapter 5 includes 
two studies that test whether a presentation of ambition combined with communal 
traits or behaviours improves perceptions of the ambitious person.  In Chapter 6, I test 
whether collective ambition is viewed more positively than individualistic ambition, and 
whether this is a strategy particularly useful to women.  From this systematic set of 
studies, I aim to gain a greater understanding not just of how ambitious men and 
women are perceived, but also the optimal ways for them to enact their ambition in the 
workplace to encourage positive perceptions. 
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CHAPTER 2 
THEORETICAL LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The glass ceiling has received much attention in recent decades, as a gender 
imbalance in leadership positions can be seen throughout the world (e.g. Arulampalam, 
Booth & Bryan, 2007; Catalyst, 2010; Kee, 2006).  Social psychological research has 
extensively investigated why this inequality might exist, with a specific focus upon the 
discrimination that women face in becoming leaders (see Eagly & Carli, 2003, and 
Heilman, 2001, for reviews of such research).  To further develop the extensive research 
that has focused upon perceptions of women leaders, I argue that more research needs 
to focus upon the journey to leadership, and the paths that ambitious men and women 
take.  Although ambition seems to occur in similar levels in young boys and girls 
(Blackhurst & Auger, 2008), and university students (King, 2008), some research 
suggests that women in the workplace do not have the same levels of ambition as men 
(Litzky & Greenhaus, 2007; Powell & Butterfield, 2003).  Certainly, the gender gap in 
leadership suggests that many less women than men actually achieve their ambitions.  
This then raises the question: what happens to women’s ambition? 
The focus of this chapter is to present an argument for why ambition is an 
important area for research that can provide insight into why fewer women reach 
leadership positions than men.  To provide the foundation for this argument, I will first 
review the ambition literature as it stands, incorporating the findings surrounding 
negative perceptions of agentic women.  This review provides the foundation upon 
which I base my hypotheses and methods for the qualitative and quantitative studies 
that make up the first two studies of this thesis.  I then go on to explain androgyny 
(defined as a combination of agentic and communal traits; Bem, 1974) as a general 
strategy that women may use to overcome negative perceptions of this ambition.  I 
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suggest that there are particular subtypes of agency and communality that divide these 
trait sets into useful and detrimental behaviours within the workplace.  I then outline 
the rationale behind the specific strategies that that will be tested in the last three studies 
of this thesis.  The first strategy is to combine the outlined subtypes of communal and 
agentic behaviours or traits, while the second strategy is to combine agency with 
collective goals, in order to achieve androgyny and ameliorate negative perceptions of 
ambition. I conclude this chapter by addressing the potential consequences of using 
these strategies. 
Ambition in the literature 
 Although leadership is a well-researched topic of study, both within gender and 
within a wider range of psychological phenomena (e.g. Rosette & Tost, 2010; Ryan & 
Haslam, 2005; Sczesny et al, 2004; Vinkenberg et al, 2011), ambition has received far 
less attention.  Ambition is a complex trait that can often be seen negatively, and is 
often associated with selfish or ruthless actions (e.g. Champy & Nohria, 2000).  
Ambition is important, despite these negative perceptions, as it can be seen as the drive 
that propels the climb to leadership positions. Indeed ambition, and the exhibition of 
ambition, can be seen as necessary in order to get ahead and achieve leadership 
positions in the workplace (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005).  As ambition is arguably a trait that 
is a precursor to leadership (where most leaders have/had ambition, but not necessarily 
most of those who have/had ambition become leaders), studying the perceptions of 
ambition in men and women may give some insight into why people do (or do not) 
become leaders. 
Ambition, while receiving more attention in the political literature (Larimer, 
Hannagan & Smith, 2007; McKenzie, 2000) has received little attention in the social 
psychological literature, particularly in looking at ambition in organisations rather than 
political arenas.  The arena of politics can, however, provide us some valuable insights 
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into perceptions of ambition in women, as ambition is arguably more expected, and 
more visible, in political progression.  A lot of the political research focuses upon 
comparing levels of ambition in male and female politicians, and on their choices to run 
for political positions (e.g. Fulton, Maestas, Maisel & Stone, 2006; Moore, 2005).  Some 
research, however, suggests that ambition is generally more accepted, and importantly, 
more expected, in men (Larimer et al, 2007), suggesting that it may in fact be viewed in 
the same way as leadership.  While this research is important, it is also important to 
identify how ambition might be viewed within organisations.  Considering the links 
between ambition and leadership within organisations (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005), and the 
importance of perceptions in gaining and maintaining leadership positions (see 
Chemers, 2000), it seems important that ambition also receive more attention within the 
social psychological literature, in identifying how ambition is understood by others in an 
organisational context. 
Ambition as a topic within the social psychological literature has not received 
much direct attention; much of the research focuses upon factors associated with 
ambition rather than ambition directly.  For example career impatience (Eddleston et al, 
2004) and career oriented work commitment (Ellemers et al, 1998) have many of the 
same connotations as ambition in that they are individualistic traits that emphasize a 
career focus or drive.  Research investigating gender and ambition is similarly limited; 
findings generally indicate that although women often self report similar levels of 
ambition as men, they are perceived by others to have less ambition than men (Aycan, 
2000; Ellemers, van den Heuvel, de Gilder, Maass & Bonvini, 2004; Liff & Ward, 2001).  
To my knowledge, little research has addressed how women who are ambitious are 
perceived, and how this may affect their progression.   
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Gender roles, leadership and ambition 
The ‘traditional’ roles that men and women are seen to hold within society can 
have many effects on the ways men and women are viewed when they are seen to hold 
non-traditional roles.  What is perceived as common becomes an expectation, where 
what men and women ‘are’ becomes what men and women ‘should be’ (Cialdini & 
Trost, 1998).  When perceptions are that masculinity is normal and natural in men and 
that femininity is normal and natural in women, those who do not fill these roles can 
then be seen as abnormal or unnatural.  Expectations of femininity and masculinity 
revolve around communal and agentic stereotypes, where women are expected to be 
communal, such as being helpful and cooperative, while men are expected to be agentic, 
and be assertive and analytical (Duehr & Bono, 2006; Rudman & Glick, 2001).  Traits 
labelled as ‘masculine’ and ‘feminine’ are stereotypically associated with men and 
women respectively; however, labelling these traits as masculine and feminine can be 
problematic, as it reifies the relationship between these characteristics and gender.  One 
response to this has been to refer to these constructs by their content, where feminine 
traits are otherwise called communal traits, and masculine traits are called agentic traits.  
Thus the constellations of traits expected from men and women will be referred to as 
agency and masculinity for the remainder of this thesis.  These agentic and communal 
traits are associated with particular perceptions of ability and likability; when one holds 
agentic traits, they are seen as competent and able, and when one holds communal 
traits, they are perceived as warm and likable (Glick & Fiske, 2001).  
Traditional conceptions of leadership more strongly emphasize agency and 
competence than communality and warmth (Eagly & Karau, 2002).  Clearly this holds 
particular problems for women who aspire to be leaders, where effective leaders are 
generally expected to exhibit highly agentic, task oriented traits that help them do a job 
effectively, and ensure that others below them do a job effectively (Scott & Brown, 
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2006; Sczesny, 2003; Sczesny, Bosak, Neff & Schyns, 2004).  This means that due to 
feminine expectations, women leaders are expected to have more communal and less 
agentic attributes, which can affect how competent they are perceived to be as leaders 
(e.g. Cuddy, Fiske & Glick, 2007; Eagly & Karau, 2002), and can adversely affect hiring 
decisions (Madera, Hebl & Martin, 2009).  At the same time, if women fulfil the 
expected roles of a leader, their agentic attributes are perceived to come at a cost to 
their communality and warmth (Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).  Ambition, as it is linked to 
leadership, may hold similar problems for women, in that the ambitious person is 
expected to be more agentic than communal.  Ambition has strong links to agency, and 
this is perhaps best demonstrated by its existence in several well-used masculinity and 
agency scales (e.g. Bem, 1974; Duehr & Bono, 2006; Williams & Best, 1990).  Ambition 
is often associated with traits such as being self-serving and individualistic, requiring 
particularly agentic behaviours in order to achieve success (indeed, agency itself has 
been defined as behaviours employed to achieve one’s ambitions; Bakan, 1966).  As 
agency is a key element of masculinity (i.e. stereotypical maleness), this suggests that 
when gender is added to the discussion, ambition is a trait that is likely to be seen as 
natural in men and problematic in women.  
This mismatch between the roles expected of a woman, and the roles expected 
of a leader, has been described in detail by Eagly and colleagues in their papers 
revolving around role congruence theory (e.g. Eagly & Karau, 2002).  Role congruence 
theory explains that the expected roles of leaders and the expected roles of women are 
perceived as incongruent: where a female leader is either not communal enough to be 
feminine, or not agentic enough to be a leader.  The negative perceptions that come 
with being seen as too agentic can be largely explained by the perceived costs to 
communality (Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).  In Okimoto and Brescoll’s research, they 
identified that power hungry women were viewed as less communal, and with more 
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moral outrage, than power hungry men.  Where ambition can be defined as a desire for 
power, success and achievement, the notion of being power hungry clearly overlaps 
with understandings of ambition.  This suggests that if ambition is also likely to be seen 
as coming at a cost to communality, ambition will be responded to with more negativity 
towards women than towards men.  Women are expected to be unambitious, or 
‘content’ with their current role, rather than aspiring for higher positions.  In line with 
this, men who are not ambitious may also be perceived negatively, by failing to meet 
gender based expectations of agency (e.g. Harlow, 2002; Moss-Racusin, Phelan & 
Rudman, 2010).  
Judgements of agency and ambition in men and women 
Negative perceptions of agentic women, and female leaders, can lead to far 
ranging consequences (e.g. Fiske, Cuddy & Glick, 2006; Heilman, 2001; Phelan et al, 
2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999).  Understanding what perceptions exist of ambitious men 
and women is extremely important, as it may help explain not only the barriers 
ambitious women may face in striving for leadership positions, but also what affects the 
choices they make during that journey.  
Much research has identified the judgements made of women when they display 
agentic characteristics, or occupy agentic roles.  Women who hold roles usually held by 
men are perceived as competent but not warm (Stereotype Content Model; Glick, 
Diebold, Bailey-Werner & Zhu, 1997; Fiske, Xu, Cuddy & Glick, 1999), less likable or 
friendly (Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs & Tamkins, 2004; Rudman, 1998), less nice (Rudman 
& Glick, 2001), and are more likely to be met with hostility (Glick et al, 1997).  
Additionally, this likability and warmth is more important in influencing hiring and 
promotion decisions for female applicants, but not for male applicants, for whom 
competence is seen as most important (Phelan et al, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999).  
Similarly, if men are perceived as too communal, this is seen to come at a cost to their 
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agency, leading them to be seen as less preferable as a boss (Heilman & Wallen, 2010).  
Both men and women face consequences for acting against gender stereotypes, and it 
would seem that as ambition is perceived as a masculine trait, ambitious women will be 
perceived more negatively than ambitious men. 
As mentioned above, men and women face benefits and costs to perceptions of 
their competence and warmth, based on whether they are seen to act in accordance with 
their expected gender roles.  Competence and warmth have been proposed as universal 
dimensions of stereotypes as explained by the stereotype content model (Fiske et al, 
1999; Glick et al, 1997).  Where professional women are often viewed as high in 
competence but low in warmth, men who occupy traditionally feminine roles, such as 
homemakers, are more likely to be viewed as warm but not competent.  As these 
warmth and competence perceptions can be seen as a reflection of ones ability to act 
within gender stereotypes, it would seem that this would also apply to perceptions of 
ambition in men and women.  Additionally, when men and women act in gender 
atypical ways, this may not simply affect how masculine or feminine they are perceived 
to be, but more fundamentally how positively/negatively they are judged as being 
(Rudman & Kilianski, 2000).  In other words, breaking gender norms can affect 
perceptions not strictly related to gender.   
As men have held most positions of power throughout history, leadership has 
become synonymous with men and masculinity; and this may explain why women who 
have ambition to progress to these ‘masculine’ leadership roles are perceived negatively 
(Diekman & Goodfriend, 2006; Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman, 1983).  However, 
although leadership and ambition overlap, they are different, and ambitious people may 
not be perceived as having the same defined roles that leaders are seen to have.  It may 
be that ambition is a construct that is independent of valence, where it is the way that 
ambition is enacted that leads to negative perceptions.  Alternatively, it may be that 
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because ambition is often combined with traits such as being self-serving and 
individualistic, and as requiring agentic behaviours in order to achieve success, ambition, 
when presented on its own, may be assumed to be agentic.  The first two empirical 
chapters aim to address these issues, and test how ambition is understood, and how 
these understandings relate to gendered expectations.  In Chapter 3, I analyse how a 
specific case of an ambitious woman is constructed, in order to gain a greater 
understanding of how these gendered expectations might affect constructions of a 
prominent ambitious woman.  In Chapter 4, I test whether ambition presented alone, in 
the absence of other traits, is perceived differently in men and women, where I 
hypothesize that ambition will be perceived particularly negatively in women.   
Women, ambition and androgyny  
The review presented above suggests that ambitious women could be perceived 
positively, as both competent and warm, if they could display both communal and 
agentic traits.  Specifically, in displaying ambition in the workplace in order to obtain 
leadership positions, women would need to ameliorate the agentic traits required in the 
workplace, with the communal traits that are expected of women.  Ambitious women 
may need to openly display communality to balance their agency – and adopt an 
androgynous set of traits (as suggested by Carli et al, 1995; Eagly & Carli, 2007; Prentice 
& Carranza, 2002; Rudman & Glick, 2001; and others). 
Androgyny was defined by Bem in 1974 as a combination of both feminine and 
masculine traits1.  Masculinity and femininity were measured by asking participants to 
rate the most desirable characteristics in a man or a woman; traits that today are referred 
to as communality and agency.  While generally it is expected that communal traits are 
desirable in women more than agentic traits, and vice versa for men, a combination of !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!1It is important to note that androgyny does not form the middle of a scale between masculinity and 
femininity, or between the behaviours commonly associated with men and women (agency and 
communality) – these scales are separate; rather, the sum of the two is androgyny.  
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both of these sets of traits was found to be most desired for both men and women 
(Bem, 1974).  This theory seems to hold true today, where it has widely been found that 
leaders in general are perceived most positively when they encompass both agentic and 
communal traits (i.e. if they display androgyny; Chemers, 2000; Deuhr & Bono, 2006; 
Ryan, Haslam, Hersby & Bongiorno, 2011; Sczesny, 2003; Sczesny et al, 2004; 
Vinkenberg, van Engen, Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2011).  Although this is optimal, 
however, agency is still seen as the central, necessary trait of leaders; communality is 
simply seen as a bonus (Johnson, Murphy, Zewdie & Reichard, 2008).  Indeed, leaders 
in general are more often attributed with task-oriented than person-oriented traits 
(Sczesny, 2003; Sczesny et al, 2004).  Androgynous presentations of ambition may also 
be perceived more positively than purely agentic presentations.  In order to be more 
successful in achieving leadership positions, it may be most beneficial for ambitious 
people to exhibit both agentic and communal traits.  This way, ambitious people could 
be perceived to have the competence to carry out the tasks required in the job, as well 
as the warmth in communicating with colleagues, employees and clients, in order to 
have people follow them, as well as working for and with them efficiently. 
The exhibition of both sets of traits seems particularly necessary for women, 
who are penalised for having the agentic traits considered central to leadership 
positions.  Indeed, research has found that women in the workplace can be perceived 
positively for having agentic traits, as long as these are exhibited alongside communal 
traits; men are perceived positively for simply having agentic traits (Eagly & Carli, 2007; 
Johnson et al, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999, 2001).  Meanwhile, female leaders are 
penalised for lacking either agentic or communal traits, while male leaders are only 
penalised if they are seen to lack agentic traits (Johnson et al, 2008).  It seems that men’s 
agency is taken for granted, where men are only perceived negatively when this agency 
is obvious in its absence.  Ambitious women, more so than ambitious men, must 
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therefore manage this constellation of communal and agentic traits, and exhibit both 
sets of traits openly and at the same time.  Before discussing how this management 
might occur, however, it is important to note that there are different subtypes of 
communality and agency, which can be perceived differently within the workplace.  
Subtypes of communality and agency 
There are both positive and negative traits associated with communality and 
agency.  In addition to warmth and likability, communality can be associated with being 
weak and passive, while the competence and instrumentality of agency can also be 
associated with ruthless or aggressive behaviours.  Ruthless behaviours are also often 
associated with ambition, which can have many negative connotations, where ambition 
is often perceived as people attempting to get ahead at the expense of others around 
them (see Champy & Nohria, 2000).  Due to these associations and potential negative 
conceptions, it is necessary to untangle these elements – particularly in workplaces, 
where specific traits can be seen to be more detrimental or more useful than others.  
Thus in this context, I propose that agency and communality should each be split into 
two subtypes, as communality and agency include traits that may be perceived positively 
or negatively within the workplace; and perceptions of these subtypes of traits can 
influence different perceptions of ambition when seen in men or women.  These four 
subtypes are loosely based upon similar proposals made by Carli, LaFleur and Loeber 
(1995), which I use to guide this section. 
Carli and colleagues (1995) tested the effects of different nonverbal styles on 
how men and women were perceived.  Namely, they were interested in understanding 
how influential the speakers were rated as being when they displayed non-verbal 
behaviour that was either social, passive, task centred or dominant. The task-centred 
nonverbal behaviours were seen as more influential when exhibited by men than by 
women, while the dominant nonverbal behaviours were viewed negatively in both men 
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and women.2  Meanwhile, the social nonverbal style was viewed as the most influential 
in women, while speakers who exhibited the submissive nonverbal style were viewed as 
being low in competence and influence in both men and women.  Carli and colleagues 
state that as this social presentation was combined with competent information (where 
all four non-verbal behaviours conveyed the same information), this supports theories 
that women need to be androgynous in order to be influential. If these female speakers 
had not combined their active-communality with aspects of competence, their 
competence could have been questioned, again highlighting the need for women to 
combine these traits in order to be seen as both competent and warm. 
I propose that there are similarly four subtypes of workplace behaviours, that 
can be seen positively and negatively (see Figure 1), and that can be perceived 
differently when exhibited by ambitious women and men.  The first subtype is task-
agency, which, as with Carli et al’s (1995) task-centred non-verbal style, involves a 
specific focus on the task. Task-agentic traits revolve around a focus on the actions 
necessary to achieve a task within the workplace.  Meanwhile, the second subtype, 
ruthless-agency, often comes at a cost to others, and as with Carli and colleagues’ 
dominant non-verbal styles, is more likely to be perceived negatively in both men and 
women.  It seems that a task-focused expression of agency is more influential and 
perceived more positively, than dominant or ruthless behaviours or traits (Carli et al, 
1995).  The first subtype of communality is active-communality, which parallels Carli et 
al’s social non-verbal style.  This set of traits is focused on interaction with others, while 
still being congruent with workplace behaviours and achievement.  Passive-
communality, similar to the submissive nonverbal style, involves putting others before 
the self, and can be seen as less workplace congruent, and less achievement oriented.  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!2Task style (or a task-agentic style) was perceived as more negative in female actors by male participants 
than female participants (Carli et al, 1995).!
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While active-communality can be useful in achieving ambitions, in that it facilitates 
effectiveness and competence through interaction with others, passive-communality is 
much more likely to be seen as coming at a cost to competence (e.g. Rudman, 1998).  
Communality is not traditionally associated with ambition, but these active-communal 
traits may not work against other evidence of agency in the way that more passive 
expressions of communality might, thereby ‘softening’ the presentation of ambition 
without undermining it.  
Although ruthless-agency may be perceived negatively in both men and women, 
studies have found that traits associated with task-agency can still be perceived 
negatively in women, if they are seen to come at a cost to gendered expectations of 
communality (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).  This may be 
explained by the communal or helpful expectations of women, where women are 
expected to care more for others in the ‘collective’ and act as leaders for the good of the 
group (Fine, 2009), while men are expected to be more individualistic.  Women’s lack of 
helping others may be viewed more ruthlessly than it would be in men; so when women 
are seen as being task-agentic alone, they may be perceived as being ruthless-agentic 
(e.g. “cut-throat, thrusting and ruthless”; Liff & Ward, 2001, p26).  It seems that men 
must simply avoid hurting others in order to be perceived positively when following 
their ambitions; while women need to go one step further than this, and actually be seen 
to be helping others.  This suggests that for ambitious women, it is not enough for 
them to simply exhibit the useful traits associated with task-agency; they must also 
combine these traits with more gender stereotypical traits of (active-) communality.  
Exhibiting and acting on ambition is different for men and women, and while this 
balance can be achieved, it requires much more management for women.   
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 Communality Agency 
Positively 
perceived traits 
Active-communality 
 
Focus on interaction with others 
 
Communicative 
Considerate 
Understanding/encouraging of 
others 
 
Similar to Carli et al’s social 
nonverbal behaviour 
Task-agency 
 
Focus on task itself 
 
Autonomous 
Decisive 
Efficient 
 
Similar to Carli et al’s task 
nonverbal behaviour 
Negatively 
perceived traits 
Passive-communality 
 
Focus on putting others before self, 
to the detriment of the self 
 
Modesty 
Sensitivity 
Subordinating the self to others 
 
Similar to Carli et al’s passive 
nonverbal behaviour 
Ruthless-agency 
 
Focus on putting self before 
others, to the detriment of 
others 
 
Ruthlessness 
Domination 
Aggression 
 
Similar to Carli et al’s 
dominant nonverbal behaviour 
 
Figure 1. Splitting of subtypes of communality and agency into positively and negatively 
perceived traits within the workplace, in line with Carli et al’s (1995) division of 
nonverbal behaviours.  Although these traits are defined separately, any combination of 
these traits can theoretically exist in conjunction with the others. 
 
While the research above suggests that androgyny, specifically a combination of task-
agentic and active-communal traits, is the optimal way for women to be perceived as 
both competent and warm in the workplace, alternative strategies have also been 
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documented within the literature.  Some research suggests that rather than emphasising 
communality alongside agency, some women downplay their agency.   This may be 
done by attributing their success to luck or a team effort (Wagner & Wodak, 2006), 
which avoids gender-atypical associations while also appearing modest (a typically 
passive-communal trait).  This strategy is problematic, however, where downplaying 
agency can cause perceptions of a lack of competence that may undermine a woman’s 
perceived fitness for leadership, or her desire to progress.  It seems important that 
women maintain their ambition, as well as their task-agentic traits, and that their success 
be attributed to them (Rosette & Tost, 2010), in order to be perceived as suitable 
candidates for leadership positions.  If women wish to have longer-term success, and 
achieve their ambitions, there are other strategies available to them that allow them to 
be competent and take credit for their competence, by balancing their ambition and 
agency with communal traits and behaviours, or collective goals.  Rather than distancing 
themselves from agency, they may be best served by embracing agency while at the 
same time highlighting their communality. 
There are two strategies that I propose that women can use to ameliorate the 
potential negative perceptions of their ambition. The two strategies I will discuss, and 
then test, are the exhibition of communal behaviours used to achieve their ambitions, 
and the exhibition of collective goals or ambitions that are framed as being for the good 
of the group rather than the individual.  Although these theories are conceptually 
distinct, in practice they could often be enacted concurrently.  For theoretical purposes, 
I will treat the two as separate strategies in order to untangle the differences involved in 
each. 
Achieving androgyny: communal traits and behaviours 
The first way in which ambitious women can achieve androgyny is through 
communal behaviours – where active-communal behaviours can be combined with 
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task-agentic behaviours to achieve androgyny.  In this sense, although ambition for 
particular positions may be individualistic and more in line with masculine stereotypes, 
the negative perceptions that often flow from violating expectations of feminine 
communality may be ameliorated by striving for these positions through exhibiting 
active-communal traits and behaviours.  Although the ambition is directed towards 
personal success, the way that the individualistic ambition is enacted is through 
supporting, nurturing and encouraging others.  There are several suggestions put 
forward in the leadership literature, which conceptually overlap with ambition, in how 
to achieve this balance. 
One strategy of androgyny often focused upon in the literature is the adoption 
of communal leadership behaviours, defined as the transformational leadership style 
(e.g. Vinkenberg et al, 2011).  Transformational leadership is similar to leadership styles 
that are described as interpersonally oriented, participative, or directive– in contrast to 
traditional, transactional, autocratic, or task oriented leadership styles.  Often, however, 
these communal leadership styles focus primarily on one half of androgyny, where 
communality can be seen to outweigh agency.  Importantly, the transformational 
leadership style incorporates a balance of both task-agentic and active-communal 
behaviours - that are both androgynous and viewed positively within the workplace.  
Transformational leadership has been described as both communal and agentic (Bosak 
& Sczesny, 2011; Vinkenberg et al, 2011), where it incorporates agentic traits such as 
motivation, problem solving, and strategic goal pursuit (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt & 
van Engen, 2003; Vinkenberg et al, 2011).  A transformational leadership style has been 
widely described as more acceptable in female leaders than a traditional leadership style 
(for a general overview of leadership styles relating to gender, see Eagly & Carli, 2007).  
This assemblage of communal and agentic traits allows women to remain appropriately 
warm, while at the same time displaying their competence.  These traits could then be 
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theoretically adopted by ambitious women, where displaying a combination of these 
traits, such as a focus on both problem solving and encouraging colleagues, could fuel 
their progression by exhibiting their ability to become a leader who is both agentic and 
communal. 
In order to test whether a combination of active-communality and task-agency 
can ameliorate negative perceptions of ambition, Chapter 5 includes two studies that 
manipulate either the traits or the behaviours of ambitious men and women.  It is 
expected that combining active-communality with task-agency will allow both ambitious 
men and ambitious women to be perceived positively.  Meanwhile, when ambitious 
targets are task-agentic alone, I expect that women will be perceived more negatively 
than men.  While for ambitious men, I expect it will be useful for them to be presented 
as active-communal, in boosting positive presentations, for women, I expect that it will 
be necessary in achieving positive perceptions.  
Achieving androgyny: collective goals 
I also propose that having collective goals is another way that ambitious women 
may achieve a balance between communality and agency that presents a more 
androgynous work persona.  In this sense, theoretically the behaviours are not 
important – as whatever the woman does, she is doing for the good of the group, or the 
collective.  If women were collective rather than individualistic in their ambitions, it 
might be more acceptable for them to simply not hurt others (i.e., be task-agentic), 
rather than help others (active-communal).  It may be that if a woman is seen to be 
acting for the good of the group, her agency becomes less negatively perceived; the 
agentic connotations of her ambition are balanced by the acceptably communal cause 
motivating her behaviour.  Collective ambition might be for the good of the workplace 
overall, or for the good of a greater community or cause – elsewhere defined as ‘moral’ 
(Fine, 2009) or ‘altruistic’ (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996) leadership.  Again, it seems 
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that if these collective or moral goals can allow women leaders to be perceived 
positively, the same may be the case for ambitious women.  It should be noted that 
collective or moral goals are different to sharing the collective goal of the group (Eagly, 
2005).  Sharing the collective goal of the group is similar to leadership prototypicality, 
where the leader shares the goals rather than (or perhaps as well as) the traits of the 
group; the goals are the same as the group rather than being for the good of the group.  
Eagly found that female leaders who shared the collective goal of the group were 
penalised for being too agentic, despite being prototypical of the collective.  In this 
sense it may be more important for women to present themselves as prototypical women 
rather than prototypical leaders/workers, while for men, individualistic ambition and 
thus sharing the goal of the group is more acceptable.  As ambitious women are more 
likely to be penalised for acting against gendered expectations, such as being 
individualistic rather than collective in their ambition, a way to overcome this may be to 
stress collective goals, both moral and altruistic in nature, while maintaining task-agentic 
behaviours. 
It may be important to reiterate that ambition itself is a trait characteristically 
associated with individualistic pursuits of status, money, and self-actualisation (Champy 
& Nohria, 2000; Ng et al, 2005).  Collective ambition may not be something that is 
easily perceived by others, against a default expectation that ambition is inherently self-
interested.  However, when the collective nature of ambition is clearly emphasized, this 
may serve to balance task-agentic traits, influencing positive perceptions of ambitious 
women.  In Chapter 6, I manipulate the motivations behind ambition, in order to test 
whether collective ambition is perceived differently to individualistic ambition in men 
and women.  I expect that while collective ambition will be perceived more positively 
than individualistic ambition in both men and women, women will receive more 
penalties for having individualistic ambition than will men.  Again, while collective 
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ambition may be a useful way for men to boost positive perceptions, I expect that this 
strategy is more imperative for ambitious women. 
A caveat: the potential consequences of androgyny 
The combination of task-agentic and active-communal traits by ambitious 
women may be more likely to lead to leadership positions; however, these androgynous 
traits have been found to be more likely to lead to leadership positions in certain 
organisational contexts – otherwise known as the glass cliff (Ryan & Haslam, 2005).  
Research has found that when women reach leadership positions, they are most likely to 
be appointed to risky positions, such as when a company is in crisis (Ryan & Haslam, 
2005; Ryan, Haslam, & Kulich, 2010).  These newly appointed leaders are then likely to 
become the scapegoat, and as company performance is seen to reflect the quality of 
leadership of that company (Ferris, Jagannathan & Pritchard, 2003), this can affect 
future job opportunities for the specific appointed woman herself, as well as for other 
women.  In untangling the glass cliff phenomenon, further research suggests that it is 
the communal characteristics often associated with women, such as being encouraging 
and supportive, that are seen as most useful in these crisis situations (Ryan, Haslam, 
Hersby & Bongiorno, 2011; Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010).  It seems then that the 
very behaviours that may help ambitious women achieve leadership positions, are the 
same traits that are more likely to lead them to risky leadership positions, and impede 
further career progression.  It could be that these same consequences are also more 
likely for women with collective ambition, who may be more likely to, or be expected 
to, sacrifice themselves for the good of the company.  Female leaders have been found 
to be more likely to sacrifice their own interests for that of their staff (Arnold & 
Loughlin, 2010); this could arguably extend to the good of the organization, in order to 
meet moral and altruistic expectations.  
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Despite these links between communality, collectivism and risky leadership 
positions, these links haven’t clearly been made to ambition.  In order to test whether 
communal behaviours and collective motivations are linked to perceived suitability for 
risky leadership positions, in the last two experimental studies of this thesis, I include a 
measure which asks participants to rate how suited ambitious men and women are to 
risky and stable leadership positions.  I expect that ambitious women who enact 
communal behaviours, or who are described as motivated by the good of the company, 
will be perceived as most suited to lead risky companies.  
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CHAPTER 3 
CONTEXT STATEMENT 
 
 Study 1 in this thesis is presented in the form of a paper that was accepted by 
the British Journal of Social Psychology in 2012, titled ‘“Nice girls don't carry knives”: 
Constructions of ambition in media coverage of Australia's first female prime minister’ (Hall & 
Donaghue, 2013).  This research paper used a qualitative method to analyse how a 
prominent ambitious woman was portrayed in the media. Due to the complexities of 
ambition, and the ways it can be perceived, it is important to conduct research that can 
capture the potential nuances of how ambition may be perceived in women.  Qualitative 
analysis allows an analysis of how language is used to portray an ambitious person in 
certain ways, over and above whether the person is perceived positively or negatively.  
In this case, thematic analysis was used in order to identify how Australia’s first female 
prime minister, Julia Gillard, was portrayed in the days following her elevation to the 
office of Prime Minister, and how her ambition was constructed in relation to her 
gender.  
 The data used for this paper was taken from media coverage of Gillard’s 
controversial rise to power in 2010.  Since this rise, Gillard was re-elected, but only 
through a hung parliament, relying on the support of independent members.  During 
that term, in June 2013, Gillard was controversially deposed by the very man that she 
took power from in 2010.  This is far from a triumphant and inspiring representation of 
the treatment and success of female leaders within Australian society.  This story falls 
very much in line with the glass cliff research (Ryan & Haslam, 2005), where women are 
likely to be promoted to risky leadership positions, more so than men. As I discuss in 
this paper, this tendency is not uncommon in the Labor party; many state leaders were 
promoted in similar situations, rather than being promoted in a successful time, or 
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being elected by the general public.  It seems that women in Australian politics, and 
women in leadership positions around the world, still have far to go before the glass 
ceiling truly is shattered (see Dabbous & Ladley, 2010; Gutgold, 2009; Sheeler, 2010; 
van Zoonen, 2006).!
 This paper also shows that women can still face inequalities in how their 
ambition will be perceived by others.  Ambition can be perceived to come at a cost to 
femininity, where some journalists in the analysed newspaper articles made reference to 
the ways that Gillard’s behaviours came at a cost to the femininity expected of 
Australia’s first female prime minister.  Particularly, it seems that when her behaviours 
were seen as ruthless-agentic, this was seen to come at a cost to the expectations placed 
on her as a women.  This analysis also indicated that these behaviours were ameliorated 
by either (active-) communal traits and behaviours, or by collective goals, which allowed 
a more positive construction of Gillard’s ambition.  Thus this paper can not only be 
seen to combine with Study 2 in giving a broader understanding of ambition, but also 
provides a foundation for the strategies that will be tested in Studies 3, 4 and 5. 
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CHAPTER 3 
PUBLICATION:  ‘“Nice girls don't carry knives”: Constructions of ambition in media coverage of 
Australia's first female prime minister’ 
 
Julia Gillard became the first female prime minister of Australia in 2010. This paper examines the various 
ways in which her success was constructed in the Australian print media in the days immediately 
following her elevation. In particular, we focus on how an issue that has long beset women aspiring to 
power and leadership – the so-called ‘double bind’ in which aspiring women leaders must display high 
competence and ambition in traditionally masculine domains while maintaining sufficient femininity so as 
not to be disliked – was constructed in this high-profile instance. We discuss the coverage in terms of its 
implications for the need to create an androgynized presentation of ambition, the continuing relevance of 
gender stereotypes, and the mixture of threat and opportunity provided to women taking positions on 
‘the glass cliff’. These issues remain crucially important for women aspiring to power and leadership in 
contemporary western societies. 
 
Julia Gillard became Australia’s first female prime minister in June 2010.  Her 
entry into the position followed an unorthodox and controversial route: she replaced 
the incumbent prime minister via a party-room ballot, rather than leading her party in 
opposition and becoming prime minister as the result of a general election.  Gillard 
herself deviates in many ways from the traditional profile of a political leader; not only 
is she a woman, but she is also unmarried and has no children (and is a redhead, as she 
noted facetiously in her first press conference as PM).  Previous media coverage of 
Gillard has focused on her ‘deliberate barrenness’ (as she was described by an 
opposition minister), a newspaper photo that ‘caught’ her in her house with an empty 
fruit bowl, and her alleged inability to manage her hair or clothing style effectively.  
There are thus many ways in which Gillard does not conform to a straightforward 
political stereotype, a situation that provokes public curiosity and provides a striking 
opportunity for news media to interpret the new leader for the Australian public. 
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Discussion of the social significance of Australia finally having a female prime 
minister was an important feature of media coverage of Gillard’s rise to that office.  In 
addition to analysis of the immediate effects of the leadership takeover on day-to-day 
politics, much was made of the historical nature of the event and its (potential) wider 
significance for gender equality in Australia.  However, although the great successes of 
individual women are symbolically important for gender politics, widespread celebration 
of them as evidence of the disintegration of the glass ceiling is unduly optimistic.  
Gender inequality in the workplace is still entrenched as reflected by indicators such as 
the pay gap, lifetime earnings, seats on corporate boards, appointments as CEO, and 
election as political representatives; although there are local variations, it remains the 
case that these indices show a substantial disadvantage for women in Australia (Kee, 
2006), Britain and Western Europe (Arulampalam, Booth, & Bryan, 2007), Canada 
(Catalyst, 2009), and the United States (Catalyst, 2010).  Research suggests that ambition 
in women remains ideologically problematic, and that women aspiring to positions of 
power must find ways to negotiate the tensions between normative prescriptions of 
femininity and the more masculine qualities associated with positions of power and 
influence (e.g., Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).  Furthermore, recent research by Ryan, 
Haslam, and colleagues has shown that when women are appointed to positions of high 
power and responsibility within organizations it is disproportionately likely to be in 
circumstances of crisis (e.g., Ryan & Haslam, 2005).  The development of effective 
strategies for women to manage these issues is complex and fraught, and yet must be 
addressed if women are to continue to narrow the gaps in opportunities and outcomes 
that they experience in their working lives. 
The recent events in Australian politics provide a powerful, contemporary 
context in which to explore the constructions of ambition in a politically powerful 
woman, in order to understand the specific challenges faced by aspiring women and 
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how such challenges might be addressed.  In this paper, we draw together insights from 
work on female leaders in organizational contexts as well as work that directly examines 
perceptions of women in politics to develop a picture of the particular issues that must 
be negotiated by women with ambitions to success in politics.  Although there are 
important differences between political and organizational contexts, in particular that 
women in politics have a wider audience on whose approval their success depends than 
do women in other organizational contexts, we consider these contexts to be closely 
linked and mutually informative.  Politicians occupy high-profile but relatively rare 
positions; many more women occupy non-traditional roles in organizations than in 
politics, and most of the ground-breaking work on how women occupying traditionally 
‘masculine’ roles are perceived comes from studies of organizational leadership.  
Conversely, the public nature of politics means that the examples of women occupying 
traditionally male roles in this domain are highly visible and may provide very salient 
examples of the counter- stereotypical abilities and qualities of some women that can 
allow female politicians to serve as role models for women aspiring to leadership in 
public life both within and beyond politics.  Furthermore, as most ‘contact’ between 
politicians and the general public occurs via the media, it is particularly important to 
examine how these successful female politicians are constructed in the media, as it is the 
perceptions that flow from these presentations – rather than their ‘actual’ qualities and 
actions – that form the basis for shared cultural understandings about the contributions 
that can be made by women in public life and the rewards and costs associated with 
these roles.  In this paper, we aim to augment the literature on how female success in 
traditionally male domains is understood by analysing the ways in which the Australian 
news media portrayed Julia Gillard in the days immediately following her elevation to 
the office of prime minister. 
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Women in politics: Ambition, androgyny, and the need to establish (sufficient) femininity  
Gender is a more salient feature of female political leaders than male leaders not 
only because of the relative scarcity of women in such positions, but also because of the 
incongruence between cultural stereotypes of women and politicians (Eagly & Karau, 
2002).  Ambition and other power-seeking characteristics are cardinal features of the 
stereotype of politicians, understood as being necessary for success in the ‘cut throat’ 
world of politics (Huddy & Capelos, 2002).  Ambition combines elements of 
assertiveness, competitiveness, confidence, and self-promotion, characteristics that form 
a central part of cultural stereotypes that present men as agentic and self-focused, but 
that have a more problematic relation with stereotypes of women that emphasis 
communal characteristics of warmth, sensitivity, nurturance and self-effacement (Bem, 
1974; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).  This stereotype incongruence presents two potential 
problems for women aspiring to political leadership.  The first is that women must 
overcome stereotype-based expectations that lead them to be considered less competent 
than men and work to overcome assumptions that they will not be ‘tough enough’ for 
the hard decisions and personal attacks of political leadership.  Women who do succeed 
in overcoming these expectations of lower competence by displaying counter (gender) 
stereotypical agentic qualities must then contend with a second issue; the prescriptive 
elements of the gender stereotypes, which imply that women should be communal and 
that lead displays of agentic behaviours in women to be seen as evidence of coldness 
and unfemininity (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).  It is for these 
reasons that women’s aspiration to positions of power in public life is widely 
understood as involving a double bind, in which women’s exhibition of characteristics 
traditionally understood as required for successful political leadership, such as 
assertiveness, authority, and ambition, can come at substantial cost to their likability and 
thus their popularity and electoral success (e.g., Jamieson, 1995). 
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Research into role (in) congruence finds that there are indeed costs for women 
in being perceived as highly agentic.  In organizational contexts, researchers have shown 
that professional women are perceived negatively when they exhibit agentic traits (Fiske, 
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Heilman, 2001; Rudman & Glick, 1999).  Highly agentic women 
have been found to be perceived as less warm (Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999), less 
likable or friendly (Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004; Rudman, 1998), and are 
more likely to be met with hostile sexism (Glick, Diebold, Bailey-Werner, & Zhu, 1997) 
than less agentic women or agentic men.  In the political domain, there is a growing 
literature documenting the penalty attached to behaviour that is interpreted as power 
seeking in female politicians (e.g., Gill, 2004; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).  The display 
of ambition, power, and leadership qualities has been shown to undermine the 
femininity and ‘relatability’ of female politicians (Herrnson, Lay, & Stokes, 2003).  This 
research suggests that it is an ‘excess’ of agency that elicits negative reactions towards 
female politicians who act against stereotypes of women. 
The double-bind account of women’s under-representation as political leaders is 
complicated somewhat by recent research that suggests that it is not the presence of 
agentic (masculine) characteristics (such as ambition) per se so much as the implied hit to 
communality (femininity) that reduces liking of powerful women.  Heilman and 
Okimoto (2007) found that less favourable evaluations of women leaders were 
attributable to an inferred lack of communality, rather than to their possession of 
agentic traits; when it was made clear that the agentic women did also possess 
communal qualities, the negative judgements that had initially been made were 
ameliorated.  Similarly, Okimoto and Brescoll (2010) found that negative judgements of 
power-seeking female political candidates could be explained by a perception of lack of 
communality rather than by the presence of agentic qualities.  There is also evidence 
that some audiences may reduce the perceived role incongruence presented by 
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ambitious women by introducing differences in the nature of the ambition attributed to 
women and men; Larimer, Hannagan, and Smith (2007) found that ambitious women 
were perceived as being more collective in their ambition than ambitious men, whose 
ambitions were described in more self- serving terms.  Taken together, these recent 
studies suggest that so long as evidence of their communality is maintained, female 
politicians are not necessarily judged negatively for their ambition.  These findings 
present more cause for optimism for female leaders than the traditional double-bind 
analysis in that they offer a path by which aspiring women may display the agentic 
qualities so apparently necessary for political leadership without inevitably rendering 
themselves unlikable. 
If negative judgements of powerful women are centred around an inferred lack 
of communal traits, rather than an excess of agentic traits, then female politicians might 
be able to counter the potential hostility provoked by their perceived ambition and 
power seeking by finding ways to simultaneously show aspects of their communality 
(Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010).  On the surface, this seems 
consistent with long-standing ideas about androgyny – the simultaneous possession of 
high levels of masculine (agentic) and feminine (communal) characteristics – as the most 
desirable and effective constellation of attributes, particularly for successful women 
(Bem, 1974; Prentice & Carranza, 2002).  In this way, women would be free to display 
ambition, aggression, and other power-seeking qualities in the same way and to the 
same extent as men without social penalty, as long as they balanced these characteristics 
with sufficient displays of self-effacement, concern for others, and other communal 
characteristics.  Previous research on female politicians and femininity has focused 
largely on the ways in which appearance, style, and motherhood/domestic duties 
contribute to the (sufficiently) feminine identities of female politicians, such as Angela 
Merkel (van Zoonen, 2006), Hillary Clinton (Scharrer, 2002), and Helen Clarke (Devere 
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& Graham Davies, 2006).  The emphasis on these features is used to show that even as 
successful politicians, these women still share the concerns and priorities that enable 
them to be seen as ‘real’ women. 
However, the strategy of emphasizing femininity as a means of balancing and 
thus ameliorating the negative consequences of being (“too”) ambitious is complicated 
by features of the political context, in which information about politicians is frequently 
presented in short, disjointed, and partisan formats; candidates may not be able to rely 
on constituents carefully collecting and weighing information across multiple contexts, 
but must instead create ‘balance’ within particular characteristics themselves.  The ease 
with which individual attributes can be taken ‘out of context’ increases the need for 
female candidates to transform potentially unpalatable characteristics (such as ambition) 
into androgenized versions of these characteristics themselves, rather than simply 
balancing these agentic characteristics with unrelated communal characteristics. For 
example, although Hillary Clinton took many opportunities to emphasize her femininity 
during her bid for the Democratic party’s presidential nomination, this did not serve to 
‘balance’ the negative impression formed among many voters of her ‘overweening 
ambition’ (Gutgold, 2009).  Conversely, Sheeler (2010) documents the ways in which 
gubernatorial candidate (and eventual Governor of Michigan) Jennifer Granholm’s 
attractiveness and femininity was used to portray her as less knowledgeable and 
competent than her male counterparts.  The need to create androgenized (rather than 
‘balanced’) portraits of female politicians can be seen in the epithets used by their 
supporters; for example US House of Representatives Speaker Nancy Pelosi, with a 
‘heart of gold but a spine of steel’ (Dabbous & Ladley, 2010, p. 181), and Hong Kong 
official Lily Yam, known as the ‘Iron Butterfly’ (Lee, 2004, p. 212).  In these 
descriptions, these women’s possession of (apparently politically necessary) toughness 
and resolve are softened through the incorporation of communal/feminine elements.  
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One specific way in which female politicians may express their integrated communality 
and agency is by adopting aspects of the transformational leadership styles now widely 
acknowledged in the organizational leadership literature (e.g., Eagly, 2007).  A 
transformational leadership style allows female leaders to display key agentic qualities of 
leadership while at the same time incorporating communal qualities to exhibit an 
integrated androgynous leadership style (Eagly, 2007).  The communal qualities that are 
incorporated into transformational leadership include cooperation, open 
communication, and an ability to encourage others (Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010).  
Transformational leadership has been found to be more desirable in female leaders than 
a traditional leadership style, with women adopting this style perceived to be more 
effective, more likable, and more trustworthy than women with a more traditional (non- 
communal) leadership style (see Eagly, 2007 for a review).  A transformational 
leadership style may thus effectively convey an androgynous persona, allowing the 
female politician to create an integrated presentation of herself as both agentic and 
communal. 
Female politicians and the glass cliff 
Although it appears that the clear solution to overcoming the classic double 
bind of female leadership is for aspiring women to ensure that they highlight their 
communal qualities, this strategy is not without its costs.  The emphasis on 
communality in the leadership styles of female politicians may have the unintended 
consequence of making them particularly appealing as leaders in times of political 
upheaval or strife.  Extensive research in organizational contexts finds that women are 
much more likely to become leaders of companies during periods of crisis than at other 
times, leading to the phrase ‘think crisis, think female’ (Ryan, Haslam, & Kulich, 2010).  
This may be at least partly because women are seen to have the required traits to deal 
with crisis situations – namely, the flexibility, empathy, creativity, and communal 
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interpersonal skills needed to motivate employees to work together in recovering from a 
crisis (Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010; Ryan et al., 2010; Ryan & Haslam, 2005).  The 
women who gain these precarious ‘glass cliff’ positions can often find themselves in a 
lose–lose situation in which they are either the scapegoat if the organization does not 
successfully manage its crisis, or they are replaced by a male manager once the crisis has 
been resolved (Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010; Ryan & Haslam, 2005).  The 
identification of the glass cliff phenomenon is a salutary reminder of the importance of 
focusing not only on the number, but also on the nature, of the opportunities for power 
and influence that are available to women.  The systematic appointment of women to 
positions with a higher than usual chance of failure has profound consequences not 
only for the careers of the particular woman appointed to such positions but also for 
perceptions of the general suitability of women as leaders. 
Evidence of the glass cliff can be seen in Australian politics, where women have 
come into power in times of crisis. Of the five female state premiers in Australia’s 
history, all were appointed to the position mid-term following the resignation of an 
incumbent (male) premier, in the hopes of turning around the governments’ low 
popularity.  Of these five, only one was subsequently returned to office following a 
general election, vividly illustrating the precariousness of the positions that these 
women were given the ‘opportunity’ to take.  Similar findings have been reported in 
lower profile political races; Ryan and colleagues found that female politicians are seen 
to be more suited to risky seats, and male politicians to winnable seats (Ryan et al., 
2010). 
The present study 
This study draws on recent political events in Australia to ask the question, how 
is the success of Julia Gillard, in becoming Australia’s first female prime minister, 
accounted for, and how are the challenges she will face as prime minister constructed in 
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the mainstream press?  By exploring the various accounts that are constructed of how a 
woman can achieve success in breaking through this iconic gender barrier, we aim to 
show the nature of those barriers as well as the attributions and inferences that are 
made about what it takes for a woman to surmount them.  We do this through an 
analysis of constructions within the media in order to understand the various ways the 
Australian public is encouraged to perceive Gillard, and strategies that are used to 
encourage these perceptions. 
Of course there are idiosyncrasies in this case that introduce elements that may not be 
routinely present for other successful women in politics.  In particular, the hostile 
removal of the incumbent prime minister, Kevin Rudd, by his own party, and the 
elevation of his former deputy (Gillard) inevitably introduces questions of loyalty and 
betrayal that might not be present (at least to the same degree) in more conventional 
transfers of power.  Nevertheless, even with the idiosyncrasies and complexities of the 
particular case, events such as these have enormous social significance; they capture 
public attention and provide a powerful story about female success in traditionally male 
spheres – how it happens, what it means, what it costs, what it is worth.  In so doing, 
they contribute to a shared social understanding of the meaning and function of gender 
in these domains, which itself provides a basis for the myriad unremarkable judgements, 
expectations, and exhortations that are made of and by women in the everyday world of 
work. 
Our analysis of media coverage of Gillard’s ascension focuses largely on the way 
her ambition is portrayed in conjunction with stereotypically masculine (power seeking) 
or stereotypically feminine (communal) traits.  Specifically, we investigate the ways in 
which her leadership style is portrayed throughout these articles, and the extent to 
which qualities associated with agency and communality are used to construct both 
sympathetic and antagonistic representations of Australia’s first female prime minister. 
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Method 
The data corpus 
The data corpus for this study comprises all articles about Julia Gillard 
published in the Australian mainstream press in the 5 days following her elevation to 
the office of Prime Minister (Thursday, 24th June to Monday, 28th June 2010).  A 
search of the 11 state and national newspapers (using the Factiva database, with the 
search keywords “Gillard” or “Julia”) retrieved 241 articles; removing duplicates left a 
total of 229 original articles.  This time period was chosen in order to focus specifically 
on the media’s ‘introduction’ of the new prime minister to the public and their accounts 
of how it was that she came to occupy that position. 
Method of analysis 
The analysis of the data corpus was undertaken using a theory-driven thematic 
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), in which we examined the ways in which the ascension 
of Julia Gillard was framed in the newspaper media.  Our focus was on discussion and 
analysis of Gillard’s personal qualities (rather than, e.g., her allegiances within party 
factions, or other more institutional aspects of her political biography), with particular 
attention to the ways in which her agentic and communal traits were constructed.  After 
reviewing the material in the data corpus relevant to these issues, we identified several 
common themes relating to the issue of Gillard’s ambition and the implications of her 
gender for her performance in the role of prime minister.  Our analysis is based on the 
entire data corpus and is illustrated with extracts that best capture the identified themes.  
Given the unorthodox way in which Gillard came into power, we were largely 
concerned with the ways this same event was constructed differently within different 
articles, and particularly, the role her gender played in the different constructions of this 
event.  In this sense, our aim was not to assess whether, on balance, she was presented 
positively or negatively across the newspaper coverage; rather, our focus was on the role 
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her gender played in these positive and negative constructions when they occurred. 
Analysis of newspaper articles allows an investigation of widespread 
constructions of current events and their protagonists that are presented to the general 
public.  However, it must also be noted that the very nature of newspapers makes 
analysis complex, as the many larger political and ideological agendas of the media will 
influence the ways in which political events are reported and editorialized.  Most 
important to this analysis, however, is identifying how these agendas may be pursued, 
rather than why.  Kahn (1996) defines agenda setting as ‘the news media [deciding] 
which issues people will consider most important’ (p. 12).  Additionally, telling the 
public what it ‘wants to know’ can prime readers to believe this is the most important 
information to use in forming judgements of these politicians (Kahn, 1996).  Thus, it is 
important to identify how Gillard’s gender is made an issue in the ways in which she is 
constructed within the media (both positively and negatively), in order to identify how 
this aspect of her identity is primed to be important to readers and voters. 
Analysis and Discussion 
Gillard’s ambition and aggression 
As discussed earlier, ambition is a cardinal feature of the stereotype of 
politicians (Huddy & Capelos, 2002), and a quality that is read differently in women and 
men.  References to Gillard’s ambition were a dominant feature of accounts of her rise 
to the office of prime minister.  However, although the issue of ambition was routinely 
canvassed, there were quite distinct differences in the ways in which this characteristic 
was attributed to Gillard and the ways in which it was valenced.  In the sections that 
follow, we discuss the various ways in which the role of ambition in Gillard’s success 
was constructed, and the contributions of these differing constructions to the creation 
of a sympathetic or antagonist portrait of Gillard. 
Many articles made direct attributions of ambition to Gillard.  For example, see 
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the following extracts. 
 
Extract 1 
When the opportunity came, the ambitious Gillard did not hesitate to take up the knife and plant it in 
Rudd’s back. (‘Labor’s brutal plot unnerves Liberals’, The Courier Mail, Saturday 26th June) 
 
This extract characterises Gillard’s ambition as the key factor in her actions in relation 
to the change of leadership; in this account, all that was required for her action was a 
suitable ‘opportunity’.  Gillard’s actions are presented as treacherous (‘take up the knife 
and plant it in Rudd’s back’) and as sufficiently explained by reference to her ambition. 
In addition to noting or commenting on her ambition, several writers explicitly 
presented Gillard’s ambition as something potentially shocking or disappointing in the 
face of expectations that voters might have had for a female prime minister. 
 
Extract 2 
A lot of people, including many women, were upset at Gillard’s action in tapping Rudd, describing it as 
brutal and unpalatable. They expected a more genteel transition for Australia’s first female Prime 
Minister. (‘Rising up the ranks – Gillard’s challenge’, The Age, Saturday, 26th June) 
Extract 3 
Certainly, anyone expecting Parliament to be a softer, gentler place because a woman is in charge is likely 
to be disappointed. (‘Family values forged a dedicated achiever’, The Advertiser, Friday, 25th June) 
Extract 4 
NICE girls don’t carry knives. So Julia Gillard, who has arrived in the prime ministership with the image 
of the clean, fair player, knows she has to be persuasive in explaining how she came to plunge one into 
Kevin’s neck. So she has a mantra. She had to get the government ‘back on track’. (‘Finessing a flagrant 
backflip’, The Age, Saturday, 26th June) 
 
These extracts are striking for the way in which aggressive ambition was strongly 
emphasised in terms of both its centrality in Gillard’s rise to power, and it terms of the 
ways in which it might confound voters’ expectations about Gillard.  The view of 
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ambition conveyed in these extracts is as a characteristic that is self-evidently both 
agentic and non-communal; Gillard is presented as both power seeking (agentic) and 
brutal (non- communal) as if these characteristics obviously and necessarily occur 
together. Ambition is presented here as both unpleasant and also potentially unseemly 
for a woman.  Her ambition was framed as coming at a cost to ‘a lot’ of people’s 
expectations of a woman, making her unrelatable to the general public (particularly 
‘many women’).  This emphasis on Gillard’s putative deficits in communal qualities is in 
line with Okimoto and Brescoll’s (2010) claim that it is a perceived lack of communality, 
rather than ‘too much’ agency that leads to negative judgements of female politicians. 
However, it is not the case that a lack of fit to traditional gender stereotypes is 
routinely read as undesirable; Gillard’s ability to flout gender-based expectations was 
sometimes also a source of praise, as in the following extracts. 
 
Extract 5 
Any old-fashioned male chauvinists who thought a woman might not be tough and ruthless enough to be 
a PM can rest easy. (‘Ousting aborts Abbott’s attack’, The Sunday Times, Sunday, 27th June) 
Extract 6 
Indeed, Gillard also has a likeable Aussie blokey quality that makes her more mate than madam. And this 
is part of her broad appeal that makes her electable in her own right. (‘Cool head on matey shoulders’, 
Herald Sun, Friday, 25th June) 
 
Here, there is a sense that Gillard’s ‘broad appeal’ is in fact based on her distancing of 
herself from a kind of precious femininity in favour of a more down-to-earth, ‘blokey’ 
style.  Additionally, ‘masculine’ characteristics such as toughness and ruthlessness, 
apparently required in a prime minister, exist within Gillard, and are presented as a key 
to her viability and potential effectiveness as prime minister. 
The extracts presented above show that ambition is a key element of the 
descriptions of Gillard and the accounts of her rise to power.  It is also clear that these 
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readings of her ambition are set closely within the context of expectations based on her 
gender, and the positive and negative framing of Gillard often relies on gendered 
notions of the kinds of actions that are expected and accepted of women, or of leaders. 
Androgenizing Gillard’s ambition 
Not all of the coverage of Gillard attributed high levels of ambition to her; in 
fact several articles made a point of explicitly denying ambition as the source of her 
success.  Writers of these articles were at pains to create accounts of Gillard’s take over 
of the leadership that explicitly rejected her ambition as a key factor in the unfolding of 
events. 
 
Extract 7 
JULIA Gillard has never suffered from a shortfall of self-confidence but, equally, she has never displayed 
the kind of naked ambition that defined Kevin Rudd before he got the job, either. (‘First female PM? 
She’s confident, disciplined – and has no trace of hubris’, The Age, Thursday, 25th June) 
Extract 8 
Ms Gillard did not orchestrate this change. In the past few months she has been scrupulous in deflecting, 
usually with humour, questions about her leadership ambitions. Whilst she’s never kept it a secret that she 
would welcome the opportunity and honour of becoming Australia’s first woman Prime Minister, she has 
not been actively seeking the position. (‘“Authentic” Gillard gives Labor and women hope’, The West 
Australian, Friday, 25th June) 
Extract 9 
Gillard says she ‘didn’t set out to crash my head on any glass ceilings’. As a study in ambition, she 
combines self-belief with loyalty. She did not stick the boot in as soon as Rudd was down. She demurred, 
until the inevitable eventuated and the party’s wise men and unionand factional chiefs came calling. 
(‘Revolution is worth a shout’, The Age, Friday, 25th June). 
 
Here, Gillard’s ambition is downplayed by the writers of these pieces.  Gillard is 
constructed as not being ambitious – or certainly not as excessively ambitious, particularly 
compared with other politicians – and other qualities are emphasized to account for her 
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success.  These accounts actively work to separate Gillard’s success from her ambition; 
in this view, it is possible to be confident that one has the necessary attributes of a 
successful prime minister and even to ‘welcome the opportunity and honour’ without 
being understood as actively promoting oneself to that position.  Thus, the issue of 
success, and even of aspiration to that success, are separated from the actions that are 
understood to constitute ambition (‘active seeking’, ‘knives in backs’, or other types of 
‘brutal’ action).  Here, Gillard’s rise is not attributed so much to her ambition, or 
aggressive realisations of that ambition, but to the greater needs of the party (as in 
Extract 9). Gillard is presented as waiting her turn, and as taking the lead only when it 
was in the best interests of her party.  This emphasis on collaboration, and restraint 
(‘she demurred’) is consistent with a conceptualization of communal ambition and 
leadership, in which power is taken and exercised for the sake of the collective rather 
than as an expression of personal self-interest (Larimer et al., 2007).  It is telling, 
however, that even in these instances, the issue of Gillard’s ambition is still actively 
addressed; it seems that although ambition can (perhaps) be repudiated as an account of 
her success, it cannot be ignored.  
Whereas the extracts above can be seen to have denied or downplayed Gillard’s 
ambition, other articles characterize her methods of pursuing her ambition in ways that 
soften it and make it more acceptable by combining it with communal qualities and thus 
overcoming the penalties associated with the costs to communality that agency implies 
(Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010). 
 
Extract 10 
. . . [Gillard] has relentlessly pursued her ambition for high office by carefully bringing her colleagues with 
her by nurturing them, listening to them and, as one frontbencher says, ‘making them feel very special’. 
(‘A pragmatist’s rise to the top’, The Australian, Friday, 25th June) 
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Extract 11 
Julia Gillard is a very talented politician and very strong leader. Paradoxically, she will head a very 
different style of Government, far more inclusive and consultative than the autocratic Mr Rudd. 
(‘Momentous elevation of Gillard’, The Advertiser, Friday, 25th June) 
 
In these extracts, ambition is presented as an obvious and unremarkable characteristic 
of a leader. The emphasis here is on the ways in which ambition is ‘pursued’ – the kinds 
of behaviours that Gillard both embraced (‘bringing colleagues with her’) and eschewed 
(‘autocratic’) in her efforts to realize her (itself unproblematic) ambition.  Though she is 
described as ambitious, her ambition is described as being expressed in a very particular 
way, and her rise is attributed to her ability to nurture and include others.  This 
construction of her interpersonal style presents Gillard as ambitious and competent, 
while at the same time warm and communal. 
A success for women? 
The question of when Australia would finally have a female prime minister has 
been a topic of speculation for many decades, and unsurprisingly much of the coverage 
of Gillard’s take over of the prime ministership emphasized the historical significance of 
her rise to the position.  Although Gillard was often presented as taking power on 
behalf of a collective (either the Labor Party, or the Australian public), she was very 
careful about managing the meaning of her success for women as a group.  Indeed, 
Gillard was often described as actively distancing herself from the glass ceiling and 
feminism.  Many articles discussed the moment in Gillard’s speech where she stated that 
she ‘didn’t set out to crash my head into any glass ceilings’ (e.g., Extract 9). 
 
Extract 12 
Deftly navigating the right tone between humility and confidence, elation and regret, she showed great 
restraint by not dropping the F-word. Feminism. (‘Changing the rules, from schoolyard to boardroom’, 
The Daily Telegraph, Saturday, 26th June) 
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Extract 13 
She has pointedly avoided being a feminist poster girl because she saw Labor women such as Carmen 
Lawrence, Cheryl Kernot and Joan Kirner trip up when given power at the worst of times. Yesterday, 
Gillard was again careful to distance herself from any feminist symbolism by arguing her pursuit of power 
has been about fairness and hard work, not smashing the glass ceiling. (‘A pragmatist’s rise to the top’, 
The Australian, Friday, 25th June) 
Extract 14 
Asked about the significance of the moment, Gillard hosed down talk of glass ceilings with some quips 
about redheads. (‘Changing the rules, from schoolyard to boardroom’, The Daily Telegraph, Saturday, 
26th June). 
 
Gillard is commended for presenting her success as evidence of how 
opportunities for women in Australia have already changed, rather than as a harbinger of 
further future change.  Her emphasis on ‘fairness and hard work’ both defends her 
success against potential allegations of tokenism and denies the relevance of gender 
politics to her achievements.  It also suggests a belief that identification with feminist 
issues would be alienating to voters, both men and women, echoing the contemporary 
post-feminist sentiment in which feminism is seen as an historical movement that 
achieved important changes in the past, but which has outlived its premise and is no 
longer necessary or appropriate (e.g., McRobbie, 2009). 
In several articles there was some attention drawn to the parallels between the 
less- than-ideal circumstances of Gillard’s elevation to the prime ministership and the 
mid-term appointment of women as premiers of Australian states, brought in to turn 
around the fortunes of unpopular governments.  These articles echo aspects of the 
phenomenon identified as the glass cliff (Ryan & Haslam, 2005), focusing on the 
restricted nature of the opportunities for leadership given to women – opportunities to 
‘clean up’ the ‘mess’ made by male leaders. 
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Extract 15 
What is it with Labor that every time things look bleakest they call in a woman: Joan Kirner, Carmen 
Lawrence, Kristina Keneally? (‘Can Labor’s tigress change her stripes?’, The Australian, Friday, 25th June) 
Extract 16 
Whilst Julia Gillard’s new role as Prime Minister is a positive move for women in Australian politics, 
realistically it follows a pattern of the Labor Party turning to women in difficult electoral circumstances. 
(‘Authentic Gillard gives Labor and women hope’, The West Australian, Friday, 25th June) 
Extract 17 
As has occurred at the state government level for the past 30 — yes, 30 — years, Gillard has come in to 
clean up the mess left by a flailing, failed male leader. (‘Being a first isn’t enough – we need good 
government’, The Age, Friday, 25th June) 
Extract 18 
But I’m always somewhat suspicious when the NSW Right tries to get a woman in a position of power 
because they tend to regard the woman as trying to clean up the mess. (‘Gillard is equipped to handle the 
role’, Daily Telegraph, Thursday, 24th June) 
 
At various times it was noted that when the Labor party was in crisis, it was not unusual 
for a woman to take over leadership (‘think crisis, think female’; Ryan & Haslam, 2005; 
Ryan, Haslam, Hersby, & Bongiorno, 2011); this was put forward as either the reason 
for Gillard coming into power, or as an assumption that others might make about the 
party’s motivations behind her elevation.  Aside from this arguably undermining 
Gillard’s individual achievements and presenting gendered notions of women as 
‘cleaners’, it also suggests that perhaps Gillard’s gender was a factor in promoting her as 
an appropriate leader in the party’s crisis, in line with the glass cliff phenomenon 
(Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010; Ryan & Haslam, 2005).  This suggests some 
recognition that the circumstances surrounding Gillard’s ascension are more fraught 
than those usually confronting a new prime minister, and thus that the opportunity for 
her to take this high office can also be seen as something of a poisoned chalice.  In 
these articles, Gillard’s chance for historic achievement is set against the possibility that 
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she will be made a scapegoat for the party’s failures that were already clearly on the 
horizon, a typical glass cliff scenario that tempers straightforward celebration of the 
apparent successes of women in breaking glass ceilings. 
General Discussion and Conclusions 
Our main aim in this paper was to use the recent dramatic events in Australian 
politics to examine the media discourse surrounding an iconic example of female 
success in a traditionally male sphere – the leadership of government – in order to 
explore how the success of a politically powerful woman was constructed.  We did this 
in order to examine how issues that have long beset powerful women – namely the 
need to demonstrate high competence in traditionally masculine domains while 
maintaining sufficient femininity so as not to be disliked – would be constructed and 
managed in this high-profile instance. 
Ambition was a key feature of accounts of Gillard’s rise to power, although 
there was a good deal of variation in the specific ways in which ambition was 
constructed.  In several articles, a traditionally masculine style of ambition (aggressive, 
self-serving) was drawn on to account for Gillard’s success.  In many of these cases, 
there was a sense that direct expressions of ambition would confound the public’s 
expectations of Gillard based on her gender. Occasionally, this deviation from 
stereotypically feminine behaviour was presented positively, as a ‘refreshing’ reassurance 
that she would have the necessary ruthlessness and aggression apparently required of a 
prime minister. More often, however, when Gillard’s rise was discussed in terms of her 
personal ambition, it was accompanied by comments about how this was likely to 
surprise and disappoint voters, who would have expected ‘kinder, gentler’ behaviour 
from a woman in this role.  Thus, it appears that ambition – certainly traditional, 
aggressive ambition – is constructed as problematic for a woman, because of its 
incompatibility with expectations of more stereotypically feminine communal 
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behaviour.  The articles were careful to avoid any sense that they were holding Gillard 
to a different standard of behaviour than they would a man in her position; there was 
no sense that aggressively ambitious actions from Gillard are worse than they would be 
in a man, but this was undercut by the strong focus on the message that they would 
appear worse to ‘others’. 
The treatment of Gillard’s ambition across the newspaper articles is consistent 
with the growing literature that suggests that power-seeking characteristics in women 
are viewed negatively, unless they are combined with overt evidence of communal 
qualities (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; Kahn, 1996; Okimoto & 
Brescoll, 2010).  The consensus across the coverage of Gillard’s rise to power that being 
seen as traditionally ambitious is problematic for women suggests that this is an issue 
that requires active management.  There is ample evidence of this management, where 
constructions of Gillard were put forward that either denied the role of ambition in her 
success, or ameliorated the apparently negative connotations of traditional ambition by 
inflecting it with other, communal qualities.  Gillard was frequently described as 
realizing her ambition through an inclusive, nurturing and communicative style, and as 
acting on her ambition for the good of her party, and by extension, the country.  This 
strategy reflects Okimoto and Brescoll’s observation that it is inferred deficits in 
communality (rather than an ‘excess’ of agency per se) that is viewed particularly 
negatively in women, and that makes the establishment of communal qualities key to 
the establishment of a successful political persona for female politicians. 
This emphasis on the importance of communality suggests two main strategies 
by which female politicians, and by extension female leaders, can present themselves as 
(necessarily) ambitious without suffering the usual negative consequences of violating 
feminine stereotypes (e.g., Fiske et al., 2007; Heilman, 2001; Rudman & Glick, 1999).  
The first involves combining individual ambition with a communal style, while the 
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second involves re-conceptualizing the beneficiaries of one’s ambition such that the 
ambition is understood as less for the self and more on behalf of the group. Of the first 
construction, it seems that ambition can be acceptable if the behaviours carried out to 
realize those ambitions are communal in nature.  In this sense, an ambitious woman 
could pursue her ambitions through cultivating a leadership style that, in addition to 
showing authority, decisiveness and vision, features kindness, open communication and 
empathy, allowing her to avoid the typical negative repercussions of women displaying 
ambition or other masculine characteristics (cf. Herrnson et al., 2003).  In the second 
construction, the ambition itself is collective – the ambition is not for the self, but 
rather is exercised on behalf of a broader collective.  Both of these alternative 
constructions of ambition alter more traditional understandings of ambition so that they 
no longer clash with the need for women to be seen as feminine/communal (Larimer et 
al., 2007).  In this way, ambition as a key characteristic of a politically successful woman 
is androgynized. 
Our findings in this case study of a high-profile female political leader present 
several lines of enquiry to be tested in future research.  Certainly, it would be valuable to 
test our claims about the particular benefits of an androgynous leadership style for 
powerful women in a series of experiments in which aspects of leadership style (agentic 
and communal) and nature of ambition (self-interested or collective) were systematically 
varied to examine the independent and combined effects of these factors, and to 
compare their relative importance to perceptions of male and female leaders, and in 
political and organizational contexts.  Such studies would allow us to further specify the 
types of situations and the types of leaders who are most likely to benefit from 
particular constellations of leadership styles and types of ambition.  Our findings also 
suggest that studies of leadership and ambition in ‘real world’ contexts should consider 
not only how much ambition leaders are seen to have but also on whose behalf this 
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ambition is expressed.  Attention to the subtleties of these issues can contribute to a 
richer understanding of the strategies that can be used by women to continue to find 
ways to escape the classic double bind of female leadership. 
Emphasizing communal qualities seems to be a clear way in which women can 
display the agentic qualities required for leadership without being disliked for them.  
However, this emphasis on communality may shape the kinds of leadership 
opportunities made available to women, and may increase the likelihood that they 
become leaders in precarious situations (Ryan & Haslam, 2005, 2007; Ryan et al., 2010).  
Several newspaper articles made mention of the ways in which Gillard’s elevation could 
potentially be seen as part of the Labor party’s apparent ‘think crisis, think female’ 
strategy – a key element of the glass cliff phenomenon.  These articles pointed out the 
difficulties of the circumstances under which Gillard (like all female leaders of 
Australian state governments to date) took power, emphasizing that she would be 
judged at least partly on how well she was able to ‘clean up the mess’ created by others.  
Two months after the period covered by our analysis, Gillard was re-elected to the 
position of prime minister (in August, 2010), but only through forming a minority 
government requiring the support of several independent and minor party members.  
Gillard will thus continue her prime ministership as leader of a ‘hung parliament’, a 
highly precarious situation and one that is perhaps anticipated by the glass cliff (Ryan & 
Haslam, 2005).  It remains to be seen how Gillard’s leadership will eventually be judged, 
but it seems clear, and perhaps not coincidental, that the first women in the role has 
started out her prime ministership on a more precarious path than most.  The greater 
likelihood of being given leadership opportunities in risky situations – with its attendant 
greater potential for failure – is a clear potential downside of displaying a communal 
leadership style.  Further research designed to specify and untangle the relationships 
between communal leadership style and the nature of the opportunities for leadership 
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that result from it are needed before it can be concluded that displays of communality 
are an effective strategy for addressing the under-representation of women in positions 
of leadership. 
Real-world examples such as the one we have analysed here can help give a 
clearer understanding of the nature of portrayals of female politicians in the media, and 
can provide evidence for the usefulness of hypotheses derived in less naturalistic 
experimental studies, while also suggesting new questions for future experimental 
studies.  Of course, as noted earlier, there are aspects of the events discussed in this 
paper that are important to how the events themselves and the role of key protagonists 
– especially Gillard – are discussed that are specific to this context.  In particular, the 
unprecedented usurping of an incumbent first-term prime minister lent a level of 
intrigue and drama to these events that must certainly have coloured the ways in which 
the actions and motivations of key players were constructed.  And although politics 
provides high-profile examples of women achieving success and power in a traditionally 
male dominated sphere and is thus an important arena in which to study constructions 
of such women, there are aspects of the political role that are particular and that may 
not translate seamlessly to other organizational settings.  However, despite these 
caveats, such a high-profile event as a nation witnessing its first female prime minister 
provides a moment in which society turns its attention to gender and both asks and 
answers questions about what kinds of achievements are possible for women and about 
the role that gender plays in the opportunities that exist for leadership, power, and 
influence in contemporary western societies.  The construction of Julia Gillard’s rise to 
power suggests that ambition can be accepted and (perhaps) admired in a powerful 
woman so long as it is enacted in appropriately communal and collective ways.  
However, although Gillard may declare herself ‘the first redhead’, it is clear that it is 
gender and not hair colour that has set many of the parameters for her success to date 
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and that will continue to shape the ways in which women’s aspirations to power and 
leadership are constructed. !
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CHAPTER 4 
SOCIAL JUDGEMENTS OF AMBITION: PERCEPTIONS OF AMBITIOUS AND 
CONTENT MEN AND WOMEN  
 
It has been postulated that many women learn to downplay or conceal their 
ambition in order to avoid being seen in a negative light by their workmates and 
managers (e.g. Sandberg, 2013).  Indeed, in Study 1, Julia Gillard’s ambition was only 
portrayed positively in the media when constructed in a particular way.  However to my 
knowledge, no research to date has systematically assessed whether ambitious women 
are perceived more negatively than ambitious men in a workplace context.  This study 
thus examines whether, all other things being equal, ambitious women are subject to 
different social judgements than ambitious men.  This chapter aims to identify how 
ambitious men and women are perceived, when compared to perceptions of men and 
women who are content in their current positions.  As ambition is arguable an 
important precursor to leadership (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005), understanding how 
ambition is judged in men and women give some insight into why people do (or do not) 
become leaders. 
Gender roles and judgements of ambition in men and women 
As discussed in Chapter 2, in line with stereotypes surrounding masculinity and 
femininity, men are expected to be agentic, while women are expected to be communal.  
This means that when men and women act in ways that are contrary to these 
expectations, they are often perceived negatively.  As leadership and other agentic roles 
are associated with men and masculinity, rather than women and femininity, women 
who inhabit these roles are often seen as less warm, less likable, and with more hostility 
than men who inhabit the same roles (e.g. Eagly & Karau, 2002; Fiske et al, 1999; Glick 
et al, 1997; Heilman et al, 2004; Rudman, 1998).  The trait of ambition has close links to 
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agency (e.g. in it’s use in agency scales; Duehr & Bono, 2006; Williams & Best, 1990) 
and leadership (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005), suggesting that ambition is a trait that is more 
expected, and thus more accepted, in men than it is in women.  Women are expected to 
be unambitious, or as I define it, ‘content’ with their current role, rather than aspiring 
for higher positions.  In line with this, men who are not ambitious may also be perceived 
negatively, by failing to meet gender based expectations of agency (e.g. Harlow, 2002; 
Moss-Racusin et al, 2010).  This would lead to the converse hypothesis that content 
men may also face negative perceptions for not being ambitious.  
Acting in gender-atypical ways can lead to a range of consequences for women 
and men.  One of the ways in which judgements are made is through competence and 
warmth, which denote how able and how likable a person is.  Men and women in 
gender-atypical roles can face costs to perceptions of their competence and warmth, 
where men who are not perceived as agentic are seen as less competent, and women 
who are not perceived as communal are seen as less warm.  In this sense, competence 
and warmth can be seen as direct reflections of how much men and women are seen to 
conform to gendered expectations, where women ‘should’ be warm, and men ‘should’ 
be competent.  Additionally, when men and women act in gender atypical ways, this can 
also affect how judgements of positive or negative characteristics which are not strictly 
related to gender (Rudman & Kilianski, 2000).  This chapter will look at the ways 
positive and negative characteristics, which have no overlap with gender stereotypes 
(Rudman & Kilianski, 2000), are made of ambitious and content men and women, as 
well as how competent and warm these targets are perceived as being.  
Ambitious women may also be seen to be damaging their own future prospects.  
As the expected roles of women are that they are primarily carers or mothers, and their 
working role is secondary to this (Johnston & Swanson, 2006), placing too much value 
on one’s career can be seen as unhinging the ‘work-life balance’ of women, and likely to 
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lead to regret and malcontent in the future (e.g. Hewlett, 2002).  By contrast, this would 
mean that men, who are perceived to be more suited to leadership positions (Eagly & 
Karau, 2002), would be more likely than women to experience success and happiness in 
the future.  Put more succinctly, it seems women are (perceived to be) more likely to 
have success and happiness in their futures if they are not driven by work first and 
foremost, while men are more likely to have this success and happiness if they are driven 
by work.  The current study aims to identify whether these, and the positive/negative 
and competence/warmth dimensions, apply to ambition in the same way as leadership 
and agency. 
Effects of perceiver characteristics 
Perceptions of men and women in gender atypical positions may also be 
affected by the attitudes or beliefs of the perceiver.  Research elsewhere suggests that 
demographic variables, such as sex of the perceiver, or education level of the perceiver, 
can often have more effect on how the target is judged than the characteristics of the 
target themselves (e.g. Glick, Lameiras & Castro, 2002).  In other words, negative 
perceptions of a gender-atypical woman or man may be largely explained by the 
demographics of the perceiver, where men, and those with lower levels of education, 
are more likely to make judgements based on gender than are women, or those with 
higher levels of education (Carli et al, 1995 Glick et al, 2002).  Additionally, the sexist 
beliefs of the perceiver can also provide an explanation for why men and women are 
judged in particular ways.  This study will use certain perceiver characteristic, such as, 
sex, level of education, and sexist attitudes (using the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory; 
Glick & Fiske, 2001) in order to test whether judgements of ambitious and content men 
and women are better explained by perceiver characteristics. 
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The current study 
I argue that it is important to test how ambition is judged in women and men in 
order to gain a broader understanding of what might help or hinder women and men’s 
progression within the workplace.  Though Study 1 indicates that ambitious women can 
be constructed negatively in the media, it is important to understand whether these 
perceptions differ significantly when directed at men.  As there is little existing research 
on perceptions of gender and ambition specifically, although I can hypothesize that 
patterns in line with role incongruence and the stereotype content model will exist, the 
complexity of ambition as a construct casts some doubt on whether the pattern of 
findings will indeed be similar.  The current study (Study 2 of this thesis) uses scenarios 
in order to present participants with ambitious and content male and female targets.  
Scenarios have been used in past research looking and gender and the workplace (e.g. 
Cuddy et al, 2004), and are useful in allowing more control in the presentation of traits 
in a target.  In the current study, scenarios will provide a small amount of information 
about a target who is either ambitious and eager to progress within their company, or is 
content in their current position.  This allows a test of how ambition is perceived in the 
absence of any accompanying traits, in order to understand whether a simple 
description of being ‘ambitious’ is likely to elicit particular perceptions of men and 
women.  In order to compare to perceptions of those who are not ambitious, I will also 
examine perceptions of people who are content in their positions – who share the same 
position, passion and work ethic, but have no desire to advance within the company.  
Overall, it is expected that ambition generally will be perceived more negatively than 
contentment, and, more specifically, that ambitious women will be perceived more 
negatively than ambitious men.  Judgements of competence and warmth are expected to 
be in line with the stereotype content model, where content men and content women 
will be viewed as warm but less competent than ambitious men and women, and 
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ambitious women will be viewed as the least warm of all the targets.  Meanwhile, 
ambitious men and content women will be viewed as likely to have the most positive 
futures, compared to content men and ambitious women. 
Method 
Participants 
 Participants that completed this questionnaire numbered 235 in total, and were 
recruited through three strategies.  First, participants were recruited through Murdoch 
University’s School of Psychology, using the Murdoch Psychology Subject Pool (48%).  
Second, participants were recruited through a community database accessible through 
Murdoch University, known as SCORED (40%).  However, as many of these 
participants were university graduates, a third stage of recruitment was carried out, 
where emails were sent out through workplaces to recruit participants within 
workplaces who did not necessarily have a university affiliation (12%).  
The majority of the participants in this sample were women (n=156).  The range 
of ages of participants was from 17 to 69 (M = 33.17, SD =13.98).  Most participants 
reported Anglo Saxon/European ethnicity (81%).  The sample was very highly educated 
with the majority of participants having either completed or were completing tertiary 
education (88%).  
Subject pool participants gained half an hour of credit for their participation.  
SCORED participants were given points which they could redeem for gift vouchers 
(equivalent to six dollars) for completing the questionnaire, while the remainder of 
participants entered the draw to win a 100 dollar gift card.  Student numbers for the 
subject pool and email addresses for the prize draw were kept in a separate file to the 
questionnaire responses to maintain confidentiality.  Only a third party holds access to 
the information of SCORED participants. 
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Design 
This study used a 2x2 between subjects design, where participants were 
presented with scenarios where the target was either ambitious or content, and either 
male or female.  Ethnicity was held constant throughout, by using Anglo-Saxon first 
names in all scenarios.  Participants saw one of the four scenarios (for distribution 
between the four conditions, see Table 2), and then all participants filled out the 
following scales. 
Materials 
 The online questionnaire was constructed using the SCORED software system.  
The questionnaire used was a combination of past scales, and scales constructed for the 
purpose of this study.  The questionnaire began with an information sheet, followed by 
a consent form that participants had to fill out in order to continue with the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire included six sections (described in detail below; see 
also full questionnaire in Appendix A): demographic information, the presented 
scenario, positive and negative characteristics, competence and warmth, future 
perceptions scale, and the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 2001).  All 
items were rated on a seven point likert scale, which ranged from 1 to 7 (not at all 
characteristic to very characteristic), unless otherwise stated. 
Scenarios 
 The scenarios used in this study were loosely based on those originally 
constructed by Cuddy, Fiske and Glick (2004).  The ambitious and content scenarios 
can be seen below. 
 Ambitious target 
Sarah is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been working in 
her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by the time she 
turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to progress beyond 
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her current position. She claims that she is very passionate about her work, and is eager to 
begin advancing within the company. 
Content target 
Sarah is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been working in 
her current field for six years. [She has no aims to progress any further in her area. She describes 
herself as content and satisfied in her current position]. She claims that she is very passionate 
about her work, [and is happy to be where she is within the company.] 
Positive and negative characteristics 
Participants were then asked to rate how characteristic certain traits were of the 
target presented in the case study.  These traits were made up of twelve positive and 
twelve negative attributes (Rudman & Kilianski, 2000; Cronbach’s alphas of .87 and .92, 
respectively) that are theorized by Rudman and Kilianski to be separate from gender 
stereotypical traits.  Examples of positive items are optimistic, healthy and good, and 
examples of negative items are bossy, cowardly and gloomy. 
Competence and warmth 
Participants were also asked to rate the targets along traits of competence and 
warmth (taken from Cuddy et al, 2004).  These scales included four items each, and had 
Cronbach’s alphas of .83 and .86, respectively.   
Future perceptions scale 
Participants were then asked to rate how likely it was that the presented target 
would experience certain outcomes 20 years in the future.  The future perceptions scale, 
constructed for this study, is a scale acknowledging a variety of possible outcomes, 
some of which have been associated with career women in the past (e.g. regret, Hewlett, 
2002) and some more general work related outcomes (e.g. self-actualisation; Harlow 
2002), and included a range of positive and negative possible outcomes.  The positive 
future consequences consisted of 7 items: prestige, satisfaction, success, self-
actualisation, social support, status and feeling of achieving life goals (Cronbach’s alpha 
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= .88).  The negative future consequences originally included 4 items: social 
disapproval, disappointment, malcontent, and regret (Cronbach’s alpha = .76).  The 
reliability of this scale improved when social disapproval was excluded (Cronbach’s 
alpha = .80), suggesting that feelings of personal unhappiness fit together better without 
an inclusion of other people’s perceptions; thus only these three items were used in 
subsequent analyses of this scale.  The scales ranged from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very 
likely). 
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) 
The ASI (Glick & Fiske, 2001) was also included in order to gauge hostile, 
benevolent and overall ambivalent sexist attitudes among the sample. This scale was 
chosen as it offers a comprehensive measure of sexism, as well as being consistently 
shown to be reliable and valid (e.g. Glick et al, 2000).  This scale ranged from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher sexism.  
Cronbach’s alpha for the overall scale was .93, while it was .88 and .92 for the 
benevolent and hostile subscales respectively.  This scale was used as an independent 
variable, where the sample was split into high and low sexism.  Each scale was split 
using the median for all participants.  As patterns were similar for all scales, only the 
ambivalent (overall) scores are reported; the median for overall ambivalent sexism 
scores was 3.48. 
Procedures 
 Murdoch psychology students were recruited through the Murdoch Psychology 
Subject Pool site.  Non-psychology students were recruited through either the 
SCORED community database, or through emails that were sent to workplaces.  
Participants were given a brief description of the questionnaire and how long it would 
take, and the potential prize they could win through participation (see Appendix A for 
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more information).  Through these recruitments participants were directed to a link that 
led to the online questionnaire.  
 The questionnaire began with an Information Page that gave a generalized 
explanation of the purpose and rationale of the questionnaire, as well as additional 
ethics and contact information.  After this page was the consent form, where 
participants were given a summation of ethics guidelines; upon giving informed 
consent, they were then able to begin completing the questionnaire.  Upon completing 
this questionnaire, a thank you page appeared that thanked participants for their time, 
and gave more specific information about the purpose of the study.  It also specified 
where the eventual study results would be posted, and gave contact details for any 
questions regarding the study or ethical concerns.  At this stage participants were also 
given a link that took them to a separate survey that asked them for either their student 
number or their email address, where they were either given half an hour subject pool 
credit, SCORED credit points, or entered in the prize draw.  
Results 
The experimental design 
In order to test whether the manipulation of ambition had an effect on 
participants, participants were also asked to rate how ambitious they thought the 
characters were. Thus a manipulation check was run to test the differences between 
participants’ ratings in the content and ambitious conditions along the variable of 
ambition.  A significant difference was found, where participants in the ambitious 
conditions rated their characters as more ambitious (M=6.44, SD=0.85) than 
participants in the content conditions (M=2.53, SD=1.44), t(194.65)= 25.51, p<.001.  
This suggests that the level of ambition portrayed in the case studies was effectively 
manipulated. 
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Correlations were also conducted between all of the dependent variables in 
order to assess the construct validity of the various scales.  Though there were many 
significant and strong correlations between the scales, no correlations were found to be 
above .8, suggesting that no two scales were measuring the same construct. The 
correlation matrix can be seen below, in Table 1. 
The sample 
 Due to the diverse styles of recruitment carried out for this study, it was 
necessary to compare the sample in terms of how they were recruited, to ensure that the 
different samples did not answer the questionnaires in any meaningfully different ways.  
The means for each recruitment group for each dependent variable were very similar, 
with no significant differences found for any of the one way ANOVAs (see Table 2).  
This suggests that there were no consistent differences in the ways participants rated 
these dependent variables. 
Two way ANOVAs: ambition and gender of target 
 Two way ANOVAs were used to assess whether participants perceived 
ambitious and content men and women in different ways.  Contrary to hypotheses, no 
significant interactions were found between ambition and gender of target for any of 
the dependent variables measured (see Table 3).  Despite no significant interactions, 
several main effects were found that signified a preference for content over ambitious 
targets.  Content targets were seen as having less negative characteristics than ambitious 
targets, while at the same time were seen as warmer and with more positive 
characteristics than ambitious targets.  Meanwhile, ambitious targets were expected to 
have more positive, and less negative, consequences in the future.  No significant 
differences were found for competence, where both ambitious and content targets were 
viewed as similarly competent.  Generally, a preference was shown for content targets in 
the present, but more benefits were directed towards ambitious targets in the future.   
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Table 1. All correlations between dependent variable scales used in Study 2.  
 Positive judgements Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
 
Negative judgements 
 
Positive judgements 
 
 
-.524*** 
 
-.364*** 
 
.729*** 
 
-.485*** 
 
.761*** 
 
-.245*** 
 
.405*** 
 
 
.373*** 
 
-.288*** 
Competence   
 
 .524*** .407*** -.234*** 
Warmth  
 
   .091 -.146* 
Positive future consequences     -.623*** 
Please note: * denotes p<.05, ** denotes p<.01, *** denotes p<.001 !
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations and F values for one way ANOVAs looking at differences between the three recruitment samples for each of the 
dependent variables. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Recruitment        
Murdoch University 
 
2.94 (0.96) 4.99 (0.63) 5.23 (0.81) 4.70 (0.81) 4.55 (1.13) 4.24 (1.27) 
SCORED database 
 
3.03 (1.08) 4.88 (0.78) 5.02 (0.79) 4.53 (0.93) 4.50 (1.04) 4.00 (1.09) 
Community sample 
 
3.11 (0.96) 4.86 (0.67) 5.01 (1.08) 4.49 (0.99) 4.38 (0.94) 4.35 (1.03) 
F value F(2, 232)=0.38, 
p=.686, ηр²=.003 
F(2, 232)=0.87, 
p=.421, ηр²=.007 
F(2, 232)=1.94, 
p=.146, ηр²=.016 
F(2, 232)=1.11, 
p=.331, ηр²=.009 
F(2, 226) =0.92, 
p=.402, ηр²=.002 
F(2, xx)=1.41, 
p=.247, ηр²=.012 
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Table 3. Means, standard deviations, and F values for two way interactions between ambition and gender, for each of the six dependent variables.  
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Condition       
Ambitious man 
(n=60) 
 
3.50 (0.86) 4.66 (0.74) 5.01 (0.91) 4.10 (0.85) 4.82 (1.01) 3.89 (1.08) 
Ambitious woman 
(n=55) 
 
2.93 (0.98) 5.02 (0.67) 5.29 (0.96) 4.41 (0.68) 5.22 (0.78) 3.79 (0.95) 
Content man 
(n=60) 
 
2.87 (1.07) 5.01 (0.76) 5.07 (0.80) 4.91 (1.00) 3.94 (1.04) 4.33 (1.05) 
Content woman 
(n=63) 
 
2.69 (0.98) 5.03 (0.58) 5.11 (0.68) 4.98 (0.67) 4.11 (0.92) 4.02 (1.09) 
F value F(1,231)=2.50, 
p=.115,ηp²=.011 
F(1,231)=3.72, 
p=.055, ηр²=.016 
F(1, 231)=1.21, 
p=.273, ηр²=.005 
F(1, 231)=1.25, 
p=.265, ηр²=.005 
F(1, 225)=0.77, 
p=.382, ηр²=.003 
F(1, 225)=0.25, 
p=.619, ηр²=.001 
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All means, standard deviations and F values for these main effects can be found in 
Table 4. 
Similarly, several main effects were found for gender of target, in which female 
targets were preferred over the male targets.  The female targets were seen as having 
less negative and more positive characteristics, and more likely to have positive future 
consequences than male targets.  No significant differences were found between male 
and female targets for warmth, competence, or negative future consequences.  The 
means, standard deviations and F values for the gender of target main effects can be 
found in Table 5. 
Although theses findings exhibited some interesting patterns, the lack of 
interactions between target gender and ambition was surprising, and contrary to 
expectations.  In order to rule out alternative explanations for these results, I added 
demographic variables into the analyses, to see if certain groups showed different 
patterns in the interactions between gender and ambition. 
Three way ANOVAs: ambition, gender of target and ambivalent sexism 
 Of particular interest to research such as this is whether the sexist attitudes of 
participants affect perceptions of men and women. In this case, I tested whether 
participants high in ambivalent sexism would judge the ambitious male and female 
targets differently than those low in ambivalent sexism.  For this reason, I conducted 
three way ANOVAs, including responses on the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI) as 
an additional independent variable.  Analyses were carried out to analyse the factor by 
covariate interactions, where three way ANOVAs were conducted using the ASI and its 
subscales as continuous independent variables.  However, as no significant differences 
were found (see Appendix E), samples were split into high and low ambivalent sexism 
scores at the median (3.48) allowing a 2x2x2 analysis, for ease of reading.  
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations (M(SD)), and F values for the main effects of target ambition for each of the six dependent variables.   
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Condition       
Ambitious target 
 
3.23 (0.96) 4.83 (0.76) 5.14 (0.94) 4.25 (0.79) 5.02 (0.92) 3.95 (1.10) 
Content target 
 
2.78 (1.00) 5.02 (0.67) 5.09 (0.74) 4.95 (0.84) 4.03 (0.98) 4.34 (1.21) 
F value F(1,231)=11.91, 
p=.001*, ηр²=.049 
F(1, 231)=4.13, 
p=.043*, ηр²=.018 
F(1, 231)=0.29, 
p=.593, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 231)=42.69, 
p<.001*, ηр²=.156 
F(1, 225)=64.09, 
p<.001*, ηр²=.222 
F(1, 225)=6.54, 
p=.011*, ηр²=.028 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05.  
 
Table 5. Means and standard deviations (M(SD)), and F values for the main effects of target gender for each of the six dependent variables.  
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Condition       
Female target 
 
2.80 (0.96) 5.03 (0.62) 5.19 (0.82) 4.72 (0.73) 4.63 (1.01) 4.09 (1.14) 
Male target 
 
3.20 (1.02) 4.83 (0.77) 5.04 (0.85) 4.49 (1.01) 4.38 (1.11) 4.21 (1.21) 
F value F(1,231)=8.83, 
p=.003*, ηр²=.037 
F(1, 231)=11.91, 
p=.001*, ηр²=.019 
F(1, 231)=2.06, 
p=.152, ηр²=.009 
F(1, 231)=3.37, 
p=.068, ηр²=.014 
F(1, 225)=5.26, 
p=.023*, ηр²=.023 
F(1, 225)=0.82, 
p=.366, ηр²=.004 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05.  
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No significant three way interactions were found for any of the dependent variables 
when ambivalent sexism was included as an independent variable.  Whether participants 
had high or low ambivalent sexism, they tended to rate ambitious men and women the 
same way, where generally, both ambitious men and ambitious women were viewed 
more negatively than content men and women, but as more likely to have positive 
future consequences.  Means, standard deviations and F values for all of these 3 way 
interactions can be found in Appendix F.  
Three way ANOVAs: ambition, gender and participant sex 
Due to the particularly gendered nature of this study, it was important to make sure sex 
of the participant did not moderate the interaction between ambition and gender of 
target. Thus I carried out three way ANOVAs including participant sex.  For all six 
dependent variables, there were no interactions between ambition, target gender and 
participant sex, nor between target gender and participant sex (see Appendix G for all 
means and standard deviations, and F values, for all three and two way interactions).  
There was, however, one interaction between ambition and participant sex, where male 
participants rated the ambitious target more negatively than the content target, and than 
females rated either target (F(1, 227)=6.78, p=.010, ηр²=.029; see also Figure 2).  This 
suggests that men perceived ambition as more negative than did women.  As there are 
no other interactions here, this suggests that sex of participant did not play a 
noteworthy role in moderating these interactions.  
Three way ANOVAs: Ambition, gender of target and participants’ level of education 
Due to the high representation of university educated participants in this 
sample, it was also important to test whether level of education moderated the 
interaction between ambition and gender of target.  It is important to note, however, 
that the sample of participants with no university education was small (n=16), meaning 
the sample is not likely to be representative of the greater non-educated sample.  
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It is important to include this analysis, however, in order to allow indications of whether 
education may moderate the interactions.   
Significant three way interactions were found for the dependent variables of 
positive characteristics (F(1, 117)=18.67, p<.001, ηр²=.138), competence (F(1, 
117)=7.03, p=.009, ηр²=.057) and warmth (F(1, 117)=15.17, p<.001, ηр²=.115).  The 
graphs of these interactions, shown in Figures 3, 4 and 5 respectively, indicate that 
participants with no university education were more likely to judge ambitious and 
content targets in the way that was hypothesized in this study; they viewed the 
ambitious woman and the content man least positively.   
There was also a significant interaction between ambition and level of education 
for the dependent variables of warmth (F(1, 117)=9.24, p=.003, ηр²=.073) and positive 
characteristics (F(1, 117)=6.12, p=.015, ηр²=.050), where those with no university 
education were more likely to see the ambitious target as positive and warm than 
content targets.  All means, standard deviations and F values for non significant two 
and three way interactions can be seen in Appendix H.   
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Figure!5.!University!educated!and!non4university!educated!warmth!ratings!of!ambitious!and!content!male!and!female!targets.!
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Discussion 
While this research may not have found evidence to support hypotheses that 
ambition would be viewed more negatively in women than in men, it tells us much about 
perceptions of ambition in general.  Ambitious people are penalized in various ways, where 
ambition is not as valued as contentment with one’s position, at least in the present.  
Content targets were seen as warmer and as more positive than ambitious targets, while still 
being seen as competent.  In the future, however, is where ambition yields benefits, as 
ambitious targets were seen as more likely to experience positive outcomes in the future.  It 
seems then that though ambition is not something that is particularly favoured in others, it 
is nonetheless considered more likely to lead to future success and satisfaction.  Ambition, 
while seen less positively, is seen as more useful than contentment. 
Although ambition has received some attention in the literature, as useful at 
realising one’s potential, but also potentially negative and harmful (Hogan & Kaiser, 2005; 
Champy & Nohria, 2000), it has not been investigated in this particular way, with a focus 
on social judgements of ambitious targets.  Perceptions and judgements made by others 
have the potential to influence any choices we make.  This means that understanding 
others’ perceptions of ambition can be important in order for people within the workplace 
to understand how to be perceived most positively, while still remaining ambitious enough 
to succeed.  This may particularly be the case for women, who face more consequences 
when they are seen as less warm or less likable (Fiske et al, 2006; Heilman, 2001; Phelan et 
al, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999), yet must exhibit agentic traits in order to avoid 
communal, less agentic stereotypes.  This expected balance is obviously a very difficult one; 
the later chapters of this thesis will test the best ways to achieve this balance. 
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Judgements of ambition in men and women 
As men and women are generally perceived negatively for acting against gender 
stereotypes (e.g. Harlow, 2002; Heilman, 2001; Masser & Abrams, 2004; Moss-Racusin et 
al, 2010; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010; Rudman & Glick, 1999), it was expected that 
ambitious women and content men would be perceived more negatively than content 
women and ambitious men.  This was not the case, however, and no significant interactions 
were found between target gender and target ambition for any of the six dependent 
variables.  This is intriguing, particularly in regards to competence and warmth, as past 
research using the Stereotype Content Model has widely found that agentic women are 
perceived as competent but not warm, while communal men and women are perceived as 
warm but not competent (Fiske et al, 1999; Glick et al, 1997). 
From these findings alone, it may seem that if ambition is generally something that 
is seen more negatively than contentment, it does not matter if your ambition is congruent 
to your gender role; ambition will be seen less positively (but as useful in the future), no 
matter what your gender.  Yet although no significant interactions were found, we cannot 
simply assume that this means that ambitious men and women are viewed in the same way.  
A lack of significant findings does not necessarily indicate that there is no difference 
between the groups.  Indeed, the female targets were generally rated more positively and 
less negatively than the male targets (despite ambition), suggesting that this particular 
sample shows a general preference for women over men.  This may influence more positive 
perceptions of ambitious women than may be found in a different sample; a more 
representative sample would perhaps produce different results.  Among the various 
interpretations that I put forward for these findings, the most plausible of these is that the 
sample may be made up of various sub-samples that view ambition and gender in different 
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ways; thus was the reasoning behind including additional demographic variables into the 
analyses. 
Sexism, sex, and perceptions of ambition in men and women 
 Including ambivalent sexism in analyses did not alter the general pattern of findings.  
Participants with high and low ambivalent sexism viewed ambitious men and women in 
much the same way; ambition and gender independently influenced perceptions of the 
target in some respects, but no interactions between ambition and gender were found.  
Similarly, sex of participant was not found to moderate the interactions between ambition 
and gender of target.  Male participants were more likely to rate ambitious targets negatively 
(compared to content targets) than female participants; although female participants also 
rated ambitious targets more negatively than content targets, a bigger disparity was found 
between male participants’ ratings of these same targets.  Male and female participants did 
not differ in the way they rated men or women, or ambitious and content men or women; 
and there were no interactions between target gender and ambition.  As ambition is a trait 
that is more associated with masculinity than femininity, this finding seems contrary to 
what would be expected; that women would have more negative perceptions of ambition.   
Level of education as a potential explanation for differing perceptions 
 The demographic variable of university education was also used to further tease out 
these findings.  When comparing those who had some university education to those that 
had none, an interesting pattern of results was found.  Participants with no tertiary 
education were far more likely to exhibit patterns of judgement in line with hypotheses, in 
regards to positive characteristics, competence and warmth, when compared to participants 
with some tertiary education.  This suggests that people without any university education 
are more likely to have negative perceptions of those that act in ways that break gender 
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stereotypes in relation to ambition.  However, this interpretation must be made with 
caution, as the sample of participants with no tertiary education was quite small.  Any ability 
to generalise to a larger population is detrimented by such a small representation of that 
population.   
Limitations and future studies 
There are two main explanations for the lack of significant findings within this 
study, which revolve around the limitations of the manipulations, and the sample 
demographics.  In regards to sample demographics, there are several limitations that have 
restricted the generalizability of this study.  Firstly, quite a large proportion of this sample 
was highly educated.  Simply being at university might make this sample more ambitious 
than other samples; people at university could arguably have higher goals, on average, than 
those who don’t go to university, and may then be more likely to see ambition more 
positively in women than other populations.  This potential explanation is supported by 
findings that indicate that participants who did not go to university were much more likely 
to judge targets in line with stereotypes.  However, this analysis in itself was problematic, 
given the small sample of those who did not go to university.  
The construction of the manipulations used could also help explain the lack of 
significant findings in this study.  The description of the ambitious targets was intentionally 
vague, in order to be able to assess targets based on their ambition alone.  While people 
seem to see ambition more negatively than contentment, even when it is presented in a 
neutral way as in this study, it may be that judgements revolving around gender are only 
made when other traits are displayed alongside ambition.  In this sense, it may not be 
ambition itself that is seen as problematic in women, but the specific behaviours that are 
undertaken to achieve this ambition.  Future studies then need to build upon this, by 
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adding extra traits and behaviours alongside ambition, and manipulating the collective or 
individualistic goals of the ambition, in order to test whether it is these additional factors 
that may cause negative perceptions of ambitious women.  This thesis will attempt to 
address these research problems, in Chapters 5 and 6. 
It is clear from these findings that ambition is a complex trait that can be viewed in 
various ways.  While quantitative research is important in allowing control of variables and 
consequent generalisations, qualitative research can also be helpful in understanding the 
nuances of these perceptions.  Indeed, qualitative research can be useful in highlighting 
how a construct is understood in the real world, which can then give direction to the 
variables that should be used in subsequent quantitative research.  Future research could 
look at conducting focus groups and interviews about how people perceive ambition 
generally, and how they perceive ambition in men and women specifically.  Particularly, 
qualitative research can allow for an analysis of the judgements made of real ambitious 
women, in real world settings.  This can allow for an analysis how ambition is perceived 
alongside gendered expectations.  In the following chapter, I conduct an analysis of 
constructions of the ambition of Australia’s first female prime minister, in order to 
understand how constructions of ambition and gender are managed in a real world context.  
Despite the lack of expected findings in this study, there are still many contributions 
that these results make to wider understandings of ambition as a general construct.  Future 
studies can further examine the ways in which ambition is perceived and judged, and thus 
how it can be managed and enabled in order to maximise positive future expectations and 
minimise negative or cold perceptions. This would be particularly useful for ambitious 
women, to aid them in overcoming the negative perceptions often associated with gender 
atypical behaviour, while still maintaining the ambition seen as necessary to succeed. 
! 81!
CHAPTER 5 
PERCEPTIONS OF AMBITION WHEN PAIRED WITH (ACTIVE-) COMMUNAL 
AND (TASK-) AGENTIC TRAITS OR BEHAVIOURS  
 
As ambition is arguably necessary to progress to leadership positions (Hogan & 
Kaiser, 2005; Huddy & Capelos, 2002), and can be perceived in a variety of ways (e.g. 
Champy & Nohria, 2000), it is important not only to understand when ambition is 
perceived negatively within the workplace, but also when these perceptions can be 
overcome.  This is particularly important for ambitious women, who, in some 
circumstances, might be viewed more negatively than men due to ambition being seen as a 
commonly male/masculine trait (see Study 1).  This chapter investigates whether negative 
perceptions of ambition can be ameliorated by particular presentations of traits or 
behaviours, and whether these presentations yield different benefits for men and women. 
Perceptions of ambition in men and women 
Ambition is a trait that inspires mixed reactions in others.  In the past, it has been 
described as useful for realizing one’s potential, but also as potentially negative and harmful, 
and as a largely individualistic pursuit of success (Champy & Nohria, 2000; Hogan & 
Kaiser, 2005).  In Study 2, it was found that ambition to progress in one’s career was 
perceived more negatively than contentment with one’s position; however, ambition was 
seen as much more likely to lead to positive future consequences, such as satisfaction, self-
actualisation, status and prestige.  So while ambition may be something that is seen less 
positively, it is at the same time perceived as useful for achieving success (and potentially 
happiness) in the future.  
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Studies 1 and 2 did not give a simple story of how ambition is perceived in men and 
women.  Using an experimental study, Study 2 found no differences in perceptions, where 
ambition in both men and women was perceived as less positive but more useful than 
contentment.  The qualitative analysis conducted in Study 1, however, found a more 
nuanced set of perceptions and representations of an ambitious woman – Julia Gillard’s 
ambition was often presented as being in conflict with expectations of her communality 
and femininity.  It seems that within real contexts, some negative perceptions of ambitious 
women do exist, and this is due to the challenges that ambition and other agentic traits 
make to expectations of what it is to be a woman.  Within particular contexts, ambitious 
behaviours may be perceived in a variety of different ways, and that this may depend on the 
way ambition is enacted.  Julia Gillard’s ambition was perceived most negatively when she 
was at the same time presented as ruthless; her ambition was presented positively when she 
was at the same time described as communal.  As ambition is not something that is 
normally perceived in isolation, it may be that other traits or behaviours shape the ways in 
which ambition is perceived, and the consequent judgements of the ambitious person.  
Specifically, if the associated traits are stereotypically male (agentic) or female (communal) 
in nature, this may have a significant effect on how men and women are perceived.  It 
would seem that to be perceived the most positively, ambitious men should present 
themselves as agentic, while ambitious women should present themselves as communal.   
Agentic and communal stereotypes are often seen as opposites, leading to 
perceptions that communal people are less competent, while agentic people are cold and 
less likable (Fiske et al, 2002).  This dichotomy is exemplified when one is expected to be 
one or the other, such as with male and female stereotypes, where gender atypical traits are 
often viewed negatively (see Chapter 2).  Research focusing on these perceptions has found 
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that women who have traits usually associated with men are perceived as less warm and less 
likable than men who have the same traits (e.g. Glick et al, 1997; Heilman et al, 2004; 
Rudman, 1998).  This presents a double bind for women, where they are either seen as too 
agentic to be liked (Phelan et al, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999), or are seen as too 
communal to be able to fit the roles expected within the workplace, especially senior or 
leadership roles (e.g. Cuddy et al, 2004; Eagly & Karau, 2002).  Men, on the other hand, are 
expected to hold agentic or masculine characteristics, and thus are perceived positively for 
holding the exact traits that cause negative perceptions towards women (Eagly & Karau, 
2002).  When men enact gender atypical traits, however, they can face negative perceptions 
for being too communal, or not agentic enough, causing them to be seen as less likable, or 
as less preferable as a boss (Heilman & Wallen, 2010; Moss-Racusin et al, 2010).  Although 
men do not face the same double bind as women in the context of work performance, they 
still face gendered expectations that can affect them negatively if they are seen to divert 
from these roles.  This wealth of research would suggest that the agentic traits that are 
commonly associated with ambition would be perceived more negatively in women than in 
men, while men would be perceived negatively for exhibiting a lack of agency alongside 
ambition.  If ambition can only be clearly understood when combined with other traits or 
behaviours, then the specific type of traits and behaviours displayed alongside ambition 
would likely affect perceptions of men and women differently.  The studies in this chapter 
investigate how men and women are perceived when they are presented as ambitious, in 
conjunction with other traits and behaviours that are either communal or agentic in nature. 
Overcoming negative perceptions 
It seems that the reason that these agentic traits and behaviours are perceived 
negatively in women is not simply because of a perceived ‘excess’ of agency, but because 
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this agency is seen to come at a cost to communality.  Being assertive and self-confident is 
seen to reduce women’s ability (or perhaps, desire) to be kind or helpful.  While negative 
perceptions of women leaders, or power hungry women, has been found to be due to an 
implied lack of communality (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010), it 
has also been found that these negative perceptions can be ameliorated by presenting 
communal traits alongside agentic traits (Heilman & Okimoto, 2007).  A real world example 
of this expected communality can be seen in Study 1, where Julia Gillard’s ambition was at 
times portrayed negatively, when her communality or femininity was seen to be affected by 
her ruthless behaviours; meanwhile, when portrayed positively, Gillard was presented as 
displaying communal traits and behaviours in order to achieve her ambitions.  If lack of 
communality is the reason that agency is perceived negatively in women, then perhaps 
evidence of communality can also be the solution to overcoming these negative 
perceptions.   
For the ambitious woman, this means that a combination of both agentic and 
communal traits or behaviours may provide means of overcoming the negative perceptions 
associated with the double bind.  A combination of communal and agentic, affective and 
instrumental, or feminine and masculine, is what I, and other authors, define as androgyny 
(Bem, 1974; Carli et al, 1995; Rudman & Glick, 2001).  Androgyny, as defined in Chapter 2, 
involves a combination of both communal and agentic traits, and has been suggested to be 
the most desirable set of traits in both men and women (Bem, 1974).  This 
conceptualisation of androgyny has also been supported within the leadership arena, where 
research has found that leaders are perceived most positively if they encompass both 
agentic and communal traits (Chemers, 2000; Sczesny et al, 2004; Vinkenberg et al, 2011). 
Androgyny has specifically received attention in the gender and leadership area, with several 
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authors suggesting that a combination of both of these sets of traits will allow a perception 
of being competent and warm, where female leaders can avoid the double bind that 
suggests that one will come at a cost to the other (e.g. Carli et al, 1995; Eagly & Carli, 2007; 
Prentice & Carranza, 2002).  As ambition is often linked to leadership, it may be that 
negative perceptions of ambition (particularly in women) may also be ameliorated by 
combining ambition with both agentic and communal traits, or agentic and communal 
behaviours. 
While competence and warmth have received much attention in the area of group, 
and gender, stereotypes, Leach and colleagues argue that morality is an important third 
dimension of stereotypes that is often overlooked (Leach, Ellemers & Barretto, 2007).  
While a combination of agentic and communal traits seem to be well supported in the 
effect that they will have on competence and warmth, perceptions of morality may be 
affected in different ways. Often morality is grouped with warmth within the workplace and 
gender research, and this can be seen in many of the warmth scales, which include moral 
items such as honesty and sincerity (e.g. Cuddy et al, 2004; Fiske et al, 2007).  However, 
other areas of research often analyse these variables separately (e.g. perceptions of ingroup, 
Leach et al, 2007; and objectification, Heflick, Goldenberg, Cooper & Puvia, 2011), which 
suggests that these variables should also be tested separately within the gender and work 
area.  I argue that this distinction is important when considering a construct such as 
ambition, where ambition is not only seen negatively (see Study 2) but can also be seen as 
something potentially harmful and hurtful to others, such as when an ambitious person will 
act ruthlessly and selfishly to get ahead (Champy & Nohria, 2000).  As well as 
understanding how perceptions of agency, communality and ambition can affect 
perceptions of warmth and competence in men and women, I argue that perceptions of 
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morality are just as, if not more, important, as this may be an area where women are more 
likely to be penalised than men.  If women are expected to be selfless (Eckes, 2002), then 
ambitious women may be more likely to be seen as immoral when they are seen to act in 
agentic ways that are seen as selfish.  Thus in addition to many of the variables tested in 
Study 2, in this chapter I add a measure of morality, with the expectation that ambitious 
women will be perceived as less moral when they are seen to be agentic rather than 
communal, and will be perceived as most positive, warm, and moral, when they combine 
communality and agency. 
In one of the few empirical papers that tested the effects of combinations of 
communality and agency on judgements made of men and women, Carli, LaFleur and 
Loeber (1995) manipulated communal and agentic nonverbal behaviours in order to 
understand how perceptions of men and women might differ.  Speakers read identical 
content, which was conveyed through four types of nonverbal communication, in order to 
assess which styles were most influential when displayed by men or women.  As described 
in Chapter 2, these non-verbal styles can be seen to overlap with my subscales of 
communality and agency; my divisions of active-communal, passive-communal, task-agentic 
and ruthless-agentic reflect Carli et al’s social, submissive, task focused and dominant 
nonverbal styles respectively.  In finding that women were preferred when they exhibited a 
social non-verbal style, alongside knowledgeable content, the authors suggest that this is 
evidence that androgyny is the most beneficial way for women to interact.  Research by 
Rudman and Glick (2001) found similar results, where women applying for management 
jobs who were presented as competent, while also holding communal values, were able to 
overcome the perceived social deficits that female applicants faced when they were 
perceived as competent alone.  Again, it seems that androgynous combinations of traits or 
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behaviours present a way for women to be seen as both warm and competent within the 
workplace. 
However, the benefits of androgynous combinations have not been tested in 
relation to ambition.  Although agentic and communal traits have been manipulated to test 
whether they might affect perceptions of women in other areas (Carli et al, 1995; Heilman 
& Okimoto, 2007; Rudman & Glick, 2001), it is unclear whether this combination of traits 
or behaviours will ameliorate negative perceptions of ambition.  This chapter includes two 
studies, using a similar design to that of Study 2, which test whether certain constellations 
of traits, then certain constellations of behaviours, affect negative perceptions of ambition.  
In Study 3, I present participants with ambitious targets who vary in their levels of 
communal and agentic traits, in order to understand whether a description of traits will 
affect the way ambition is perceived in men and women.  In Study 4, participants are 
presented with targets in more specific contexts, who enact particular communal or agentic 
behaviours in order to boost the likelihood of their promotion.  Thus this chapter aims to 
conduct a systematic analysis of perceptions of agency and communality in men and 
women, in order to gain a clearer understanding of whether displaying communality is a 
way that ambitious people, and ambitious women in particular, can overcome the negative 
perceptions often associated with ambition.  
STUDY 3 
 In this study, I aim to identify which combinations of traits will be perceived most 
positively in ambitious men and women.  In Study 2, no differences were found between 
ambitious and content men and women; the current study will follow this up, to retest 
whether there are differences in perceptions of ambitious men and women, and also to see 
whether these perceptions are modified when ambition is combined with additional traits.  
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If women are judged more negatively for being ambitious and agentic at the same time, it 
may be more important for them to display communal traits alongside their agentic traits, 
to be seen as both competent and warm. Meanwhile, men would only need to be seen as 
agentic in order to avoid negative perceptions. 
In this study, ambitious targets will have either agentic, communal, or a 
combination of both traits, in order to see which (male or female) target is perceived most 
positively when compared to a baseline (an ambitious target without any additional traits, 
labelled ‘neutral’).  It is expected that the androgynous female will be perceived the most 
positively of the female targets, while the agentic and neutral female targets will be 
perceived the most negatively.  As agency is a trait that is expected in men, agentic men will 
be perceived the most positively; meanwhile, the communal male is expected to be seen the 
least positively.  Communality is expected to come at a cost to both men’s and women’s 
competence, but is expected to give a boost to warmth and likability in all targets, 
particularly women. 
Method 
Participants 
 Participants in this study were recruited through the Murdoch Psychology Subject 
Pool (N=206).  The majority of participants in the sample were women (85%). Ages of 
participants ranged from 17 to 51 (M=23.43, SD=6.72).  Most participants reported Anglo 
Saxon/European ethnicity (79%). 
Participants gained half an hour of credit for their participation, which contributes 
to the 15 hours of participation that is a requisite for entering the 4th year of the Murdoch 
Psychology degree.  Student numbers for the subject pool were kept in a separate file to the 
questionnaire responses to maintain confidentiality.  
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Design 
 The online questionnaire was constructed using the SCORED online survey 
system.  The study used a 2x4 design, in which two levels of gender (male or female) were 
crossed with four trait combinations (neutral, which included no traits, communal, agentic 
and androgynous, which was a combination of communal and agentic traits), to produce 
the eight experimental conditions (see Table 6 for number of participants in each 
condition). 
Materials 
The online questionnaire was constructed using the SCORED online survey system 
(see Appendix B for the full questionnaire).  The questionnaire used scenarios constructed 
for the purpose of this study, as well as a combination of scales to measure participants’ 
impressions of the target.  The questionnaire began with an information sheet, followed by 
a consent form that participants had to fill out in order to continue with the questionnaire.  
Participants were then randomly directed to one of eight experimental conditions. 
Scenarios 
 The questionnaire began with a scenario that was adapted from Study 2.  While the 
neutral condition was the same as the ambitious condition used in Study 2, the other 3 
conditions included a description from the target’s manager of particular trait combinations 
of the target.  The three traits used to exhibit the communal trait combination (helpful, kind 
and aware of the feelings of others), and the three traits used to exhibit the agentic trait 
combination (assertive, self confident and analytical), were taken from Deuhr and Bono 
(2006), and fit within my definitions of active-communal and task-agentic traits (see 
Chapter 2).  These traits were carefully chosen to exhibit agentic and communal traits that 
are seen positively within the workplace, rather than ruthless or passive traits. 
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Table 6. Number of participants in each of the 8 conditions. 
 Male target Female target 
Traits   
Neutral (no traits) 23 23 
Communal 23 22 
Agentic 24 22 
Androgynous (combined) 27 24 
 
All six traits were used in the androgynous trait combination.  This meant, however, that 
there could be a number effect, where six traits in the combined condition could be seen as 
better than the three traits in the agentic or communal conditions, simply due to the 
number of positive traits.  For this reason, three positive job-related but gender-neutral 
traits (responsible, reliable and punctual) were also included in the communal and agentic 
trait combinations.  Thus all three conditions had six traits, while the neutral condition 
contained no traits, in order to have a baseline condition for perceptions of ambition 
without any accompanying characteristics.  The four manipulated conditions can be seen 
below. 
Neutral (no traits) 
John is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He 
describes himself as very ambitious, where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. He 
claims that he is very passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing within the 
company. 
Communal trait combination 
John is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He 
describes himself as very ambitious, where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. His 
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manager describes him as helpful, kind, aware of the feelings of others, responsible, reliable 
and punctual. He claims that he is very passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing 
within the company. 
Agentic trait combination 
John is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He 
describes himself as very ambitious, where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. His 
manager describes him as [assertive, self confident, analytical, responsible, reliable and punctual]. He 
claims that he is very passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing within the 
company. 
Androgynous trait combination (Combined agentic and communal) 
John is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He 
describes himself as very ambitious, where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. His 
manager describes him as [helpful, kind, aware of the feelings of others, responsible, reliable and 
punctual]. He claims that he is very passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing 
within the company. 
These scenarios were followed by a set of questions about the case study that was the same 
for all participants.  The sections of positive and negative characteristics, competence and 
warmth, and communality and agency all used a scale that ranged from 1 (not at all 
characteristic) to 7 (very characteristic). 
Competence, warmth and morality 
As there is some contention around warmth and morality being different 
dimensions (see Leach et al, 2007), and there are no universal scales that make up the 
competence, warmth and morality scales, (as different studies use different items), items 
from multiple studies were included in order to find the best possible measures of warmth, 
morality and competence (taken from Cuddy et al, 2004; Fiske et al, 2002; Leach et al, 
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2007).  Five items were found to make up the most reliable competence scale: efficient, 
organised, skilful, capable and competent (Cronbach’s alpha = .84).  The warmth scale 
comprised of 5 items: likable, warm, friendly, good natured, and pleasant (Cronbach’s alpha 
= .91).  Three morality items were taken from Leach et al (2007), alongside additional 
morality items included for the purpose of this study.  The final morality scale was made up 
of 9 items: loyal, sincere, moral and trustworthy, and the reversed items dishonest, selfish, 
immoral, harmful, and deceitful (Cronbach’s alpha = .89). 
Positive and negative characteristics 
Participants were then asked to rate how characteristic positive and negative traits 
were of the target, using the same scales as in Study 2.  Where additional items had been 
added in order to form comprehensive warmth and morality scales, it was found that the 
item ‘tolerant’ fit within the positive characteristics scale, rather than the warmth or 
morality scales (taken from Fiske et al, 2002).  Thus the twelve positive traits taken from 
Rudman and Kilianski (2000), and the item of tolerance, formed a Cronbach’s alpha of .86.  
Eleven items made up the negative characteristics scale (the item ‘bossy’ was excluded in 
this scale), and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .89.  
Communality and Agency 
A battery of questions taken from Duehr and Bono (2006) included agentic traits, 
communal traits, relationship-focused leadership, task-related leadership and 
transformational leadership traits.  These traits were all included in order to allow for more 
potential agentic and communal traits to be captured within the scales.  The items that 
formed the most reliable agentic and communal scales can be seen in Table 7.  The agency 
scale consisted of 12 items, and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .88. The communality scale was 
made up of 10 items, and had a Cronbach’s alpha of .94.  
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Table 7. Traits included in the agency and communality scales (taken from Duehr & Bono, 
2004). 
Agency Communality 
Competent 
Competitive 
Decisive 
Independent 
Industrious 
Intelligent 
Logical 
Objective 
Skilled in business matters 
Analytical ability 
Assertive 
Self confident 
Compassionate 
Fair 
Good listener 
Inclusive 
Understanding 
Supportive 
Considerate 
Attends to the needs of others 
Helpful 
Kind 
 
 
In order to assess the construct validity of these additional scales, to confirm that 
these scales were indeed different constructs, correlations were again run between all 
dependent variables.  The correlation matrix can be found in Appendix I. 
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 
The ASI (Glick & Fiske, 2001) was again included in order to gauge hostile, 
benevolent and overall ambivalent sexist attitudes among the sample.  This scale ranged 
from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree), with higher scores representing higher 
sexism.  The scales were found to be reliable; Cronbach’s alphas for the benevolent, hostile 
and ambivalent sexism scales were .89, .92 and .93 respectively.  As in Study 2, the 
ambivalent scale was used in order to test whether ambivalent sexism moderated 
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interactions; again, ambivalent sexism alone was included in the analyses.  Participants were 
thus split into low and high ambivalent sexist attitudes, using the median (median= 3.27). 
Procedures 
 Participants for this study were Murdoch University psychology students, and were 
recruited through the Murdoch Psychology Subject Pool, where they were given a brief 
description of the questionnaire and how long it would take, and the credit they would 
receive for their participation.  Through this site participants were directed to a link that led 
to the online questionnaire.  
 The questionnaire began with an Information Page that gave a generalized 
explanation of the purpose and rationale of the questionnaire, as well as additional ethics 
and contact information.  Upon completing this questionnaire, a thank you page appeared 
that thanked participants for their time, and gave more specific information about the 
purpose of the study.  It also specified where the eventual study results would be posted, 
and gave contact details for any questions regarding the study or ethics.  At this stage 
participants were also given a link that took them to a separate survey that asked them for 
their student number, after which they were given half an hour subject pool credit for their 
participation. 
Results 
Two way ANOVAS: trait combinations and target gender 
A series of 2x4 two way ANOVAs were used to assess whether agentic, communal 
or androgynous trait combinations would lead to differences in perceptions of the 
ambitious male and female targets.  Contrary to hypotheses, no significant interactions were 
found between gender of target and trait combination for any of the dependent variables 
tested (see Table 8).  However, significant main effects were found for trait combinations 
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for many of the dependent variables, where communal targets were seen as the most 
positive, warm, and moral, and least negative, compared to the other targets.  This suggests 
that certain traits can ameliorate the negative perceptions of ambition (regardless of the 
gender of the ambitious person).  All of the means, standard deviations and F values for the 
main effects for trait combinations can be seen in Table 9.  No main effects were found for 
gender (see Appendix J). 
 After conducting one way ANOVAs using the trait combinations as the 
independent variable, post hoc tests showed that generally, neutral and agentic targets were 
seen more negatively than communal and androgynous targets.  Targets with agentic or 
neutral trait combinations were seen as significantly more negative than the targets with 
communal trait combinations, while the neutral target was seen as significantly less positive 
than communal and androgynous targets.  The communal target was seen as significantly 
more moral than the neutral target, and both the communal and androgynous targets were 
seen as more warm and more communal than both the neutral and the agentic targets.  The 
patterns of agency findings reflected the combination used for androgyny, where the 
androgynous and the neutral target were seen as more agentic than the communal target. 
No main effects were found for competence for trait combinations, where all targets were 
seen as similarly competent.  The findings regarding agency and communality, while 
indicating that these trait combinations weren’t viewed differently in men and women, also 
show that the manipulations were effective.  Subsets signified by the post hoc tests can be 
seen in Table 9. 
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Table 8. Means, standard deviations and F values for interactions between trait combination and target gender, for each of the seven 
dependent variables.  
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Morality Warmth Agency Communality 
Condition       
Neutral 
woman 
 
3.02 (0.86) 5.02 (0.66) 5.65 (0.95) 4.59 (0.76) 4.50 (0.96) 5.51 (0.87) 4.09 (0.71) 
Neutral man 
 
3.13 (0.76) 4.97 (0.50) 5.55 (0.69) 4.56 (0.48) 4.61 (0.61) 5.49 (0.64) 4.34 (0.45) 
Agentic 
woman 
 
2.92 (0.87) 5.21 (0.70)    5.98 (0.70) 4.74 (0.72)  4.57 (0.80) 5.91 (0.69) 4.50 (0.81) 
Agentic man 
 
3.02 (0.94) 5.14 (0.50) 5.83 (0.69) 5.08 (0.61) 4.47 (0.53) 5.83 (0.72) 4.39 (0.51) 
Communal 
woman 
 
2.45 (0.76) 5.66 (0.57) 5.95 (0.58) 5.03 (0.58) 5.56 (0.72) 5.46 (0.68) 5.07 (0.78) 
Communal 
man 
 
2.47 (0.77) 5.52 (0.62) 5.72 (0.54) 5.66 (0.66) 5.65 (0.74) 5.05 (0.39) 5.39 (0.81) 
Androgynous 
woman 
 
2.52 (0.91) 5.51 (0.68) 5.95 (0.53) 4.95 (0.71) 5.32 (0.86) 5.76 (0.74) 5.08 (0.87) 
Androgynous 
man 
 
2.77 (0.92) 5.41 (0.57)    5.74 (0.75) 4.77 (0.64) 5.36 (0.86) 5.76 (0.74) 5.12 (0.71) 
Interaction F 
value 
F(3,180)=0.16, 
p=.923, 
ηр²=.003 
F(3, 180)=0.05, 
p=.986, 
ηр²=.001 
F(3, 180)=0.09, 
p=.966, 
ηр²=.001 
F(3, 180)=0.34, 
p=.815, 
ηр²=.005 
F(3, 180)=0.18, 
p=.913, 
ηр²=.003 
F(3, 179)=0.91, 
p=.436, 
ηр²=.015 
F(3, 179)=0.90, 
p=.444, 
ηр²=.015 
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Table 9. Means, standard deviations and F values for main effects for trait combinations for each of the dependent variables. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Morality Warmth Agency Communality 
       
Neutral 
 
3.07 (0.81) a 4.99 (0.58) a 5.60 (0.82) 4.58 (0.63) a 4.55 (0.79) a 5.50 (0.76) a,b 4.22 (0.60) a 
Agentic 
 
2.97 (0.94) a 5.17 (0.60) a,c 5.90 (0.69) 4.75 (0.66) a,b 4.52 (0.67) a 5.87 (0.70) b 4.44 (0.66) a 
Communal 
 
2.46 (0.76) b 5.59 (0.59) b 5.83 (0.56) 5.06 (0.62) b 5.61 (0.72) b 5.25 (0.59) a 5.23 (0.80) b 
Androgynous 
 
2.65 (0.92) a,b 5.45 (0.62) b,c 5.83 (0.66) 4.85 (0.67) a,b 5.34 (0.85) b 5.76 (0.70) b 5.10 (0.78) b 
Trait 
combination 
main effect  
F value 
F(3,180)=5.05, 
p=.002*, 
ηр²=.078 
F(3, 180)=9.28, 
p<.001*, 
ηр²=.134 
F(3, 180)=1.72, 
p=.164, 
ηр²=.028 
F(3, 180)=4.27, 
p=.006*, 
ηр²=.066 
F(3, 180)=23.4, 
p<.001*, 
ηр²=.281 
F(3, 179)=7.25, 
p<.001*, 
ηр²=.108 
F(3, 179)=21.88, 
p<.001*, 
ηр²=.268 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05. Subsets highlighted in post hoc tests are signified by the letters a, b and c. 
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Three way ANOVAs: trait combination, target gender and ambivalent sexism 
Participants were split into high and low ambivalent sexism using ASI scores, in 
order to assess whether ambivalent sexism moderated the relationship between trait 
combinations and target gender.1  Generally, ambivalent sexism did not affect how 
participants viewed particular trait combinations in men and women.  No significant three 
way interactions were found between gender of target, trait combination and ambivalent 
sexism for positive or negative characteristics, warmth or morality, competence or agency, 
or any of the suitability to leadership subscales.  Nor were interactions between ambivalent 
sexism and target gender, or between ambivalent sexism and trait combination, for any of 
the dependent variables (refer to Appendix L for all means, standard deviations and F 
values for all non significant three and two way interactions).  For the dependent variable of 
communality, however, a significant three way interaction was found (F (3, 169)=3.28, 
p=.022, ηр²=.055).  The pattern of results can be seen in Figure 6.  
Three way ANOVAS: trait combination, target gender and participant sex 
Participant sex was also included in three way ANOVAs to test if sex of the 
participant moderated the effects of the manipulated variables.  For all seven dependent 
variables, three way ANOVAs using target gender, trait combinations, and participant sex 
found no significant interactions (see Appendix M for all means, standard deviations and F 
values).  This suggests that sex of participant did not moderate these manipulations.  There 
were some main effects for participant sex, in which female participants were found to rate 
targets more positively (t(172)=5.82, p=.017), as more warm (t(172)=9.99, p=.002), more 
moral (t(172)=5.62, p=.019) and more communal (t(171)=5.49, p=.020) than male 
participants. !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Analyses were also conducted using the ASI and its subscales as continuous independent variables. No 
significant interactions were found. See Appendix K for F values. 
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No significant two way interactions were found between target gender and participant sex.  
For all means and standard deviations for the three way interactions, two way interactions, 
and main effects for participant sex, see Appendix M. 
Discussion 
Communal and androgynous targets were generally seen more positively than 
agentic or neutral targets, suggesting that the inclusion of communal trait combinations 
yields the best outcomes for ambitious people.  Targets with communal or androgynous 
trait combinations were seen as warmer than neutral and agentic targets, and communal 
targets were seen as more positive and more moral than neutral targets.  It seems that any 
form of communality, whether combined with ambition alone, or when combined with 
other additional agentic traits, can provide a boost to perceptions of the ambitious target.  
It was unexpected that the communal target was seen as positively as the androgynous 
target, without receiving any costs to competence.  A potential explanation for this pattern 
of results is that the ambition of the target was enough to establish agency, meaning that 
the communal target could also be seen as androgynous.  In the androgynous target, 
androgyny included a larger number of agentic traits, and thus the only difference between 
the androgynous and communal conditions were that the androgynous target was seen as 
more agentic than the communal target (but, to reiterate, not as more competent).  The 
general benefits for androgyny found in the current study have been found widely in the 
literature, where androgyny has been described as the optimal way of being for both men 
and women, both generally (Bem, 1974), and within leadership positions (e.g. Sczesny et al, 
2004; Vinkenberg et al, 2011).  It seems that androgyny, which includes some kind of 
combination of communality and agency, is the best way for ambitious people to function 
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to be perceived most positively in the workplace, and as warm, competent and moral at the 
same time.  
These findings also lend support to differentiating between morality and warmth 
when assessing perceptions of men and women in the workplace.  As mentioned in the 
introduction, morality and warmth are often seen to be part of the same construct; 
however, while main effects were found for both scales, the means followed slightly 
different trends.  Particularly, the communal and androgynous targets received a bigger 
boost to warmth than to morality; for morality, only the communal target was seen as 
significantly more moral than the neutral target.  As with research looking at judgements of 
the ingroup (Leach et al, 2007) and objectification of women (Heflick et al, 2007), it seems 
morality and warmth may be affected by different considerations.  
Despite this study adding to current understandings of ambition and androgyny, it 
did not contribute to understandings of ambition and androgyny when displayed by men 
and women.  Past research would suggest that ambitious women would be more valued 
within the workplace for having androgynous traits, men for having agentic traits (e.g. Carli 
et al, 1995; Rudman & Glick, 2001; Sczesny et al, 2004); however, the effects of combining 
communality and/or agency with ambition did not differ for male and female targets. When 
so many past findings suggest that agency is preferred in men, and communality is 
preferred in women (Eckes, 2002; Heilman & Wallen, 2010; Moss-Racusin et al, 2010; 
Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010), why was this not the case in this particular study? It seems that 
sex of participant cannot help to explain this lack of findings, as male and female 
participants rated targets in much the same way; and generally, ambivalent sexism did not 
moderate any of the dependent variables.  Ambivalent sexism did, however, moderate the 
interactions between gender of target and trait combination for ratings of communality.  
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Participants with low ambivalent sexism rated the communal male as most communal, and 
neutral female as least communal; while participants with high ambivalent sexism scores 
rated communal targets as the most communal, and agentic and neutral men as least 
communal.  While this interaction is puzzling, the lack of other moderating effects of 
ambivalent sexism suggests that generally, ambivalent sexism does not add much to our 
understandings of how people view these trait combinations in ambitious men and 
women.2  This lack of significant interactions between traits and gender could lead to an 
assumption that these participants did not subscribe to gender stereotypes; or, in a more 
likely explanation, this lack of findings can be explained by the methods used in this study. 
I propose two potential methodological explanations for why the agentic and/or 
communal trait combinations weren’t seen differently in men and women.  The first of 
these revolves around the manipulation of the trait combinations; perhaps communal and 
agentic traits were too broad to clearly challenge specific stereotypes that participants held 
about men or women.  Within these broad traits it may still be possible to fulfil gender 
stereotypes (e.g. being assertive with someone in order to care for someone else, or being 
helpful in order to fuel one’s own job progression), whereas specific behaviours may be 
more precise.  While traits may be open to broad interpretations, specific behaviours would 
leave far less room for interpretation, and men and women may be seen to more explicitly 
defy what is expected of them.  Indeed, when Julia Gillard was portrayed negatively in the 
press following her takeover of the prime ministership, it was for specific ‘ruthless’ 
behaviours, and when she was portrayed positively, it was for specific ‘nurturing’ 
behaviours (see Study 1).  This suggests the possibility that it was the behaviours 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
2 It seems unlikely that the ASI does moderate these relationships, particularly when taking into account the 
lack of significant findings when the ASI, and its subscales, were used as continuous variables (see Appendix 
K). 
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themselves that provided evidence for portrayals of conformity or nonconformity to 
gender stereotypes.  
The second possible explanation revolves around the dependent variables, which 
again focused primarily on generalised trait descriptions.  These broad traits may be difficult 
to judge, and may not be specifically related to actual judgements of the targets as a worker, 
or to their suitability to specific positions.  Particularly, as ambition is linked to leadership, it 
seems vital to understand not just how likable or efficient the target is seen to be, but also 
how suited they are to lead other people.  Thus I conducted a follow up study, with 
changes to the scenarios and additions to the dependent variables, in order to further 
understand whether specific behaviours affect perceptions of ambitious men and women, 
and whether this affects perceptions of how suited they are to lead companies whose 
situation is either stable or risky. 
STUDY 4 
 We can see from Study 3 that communal traits ameliorate the negative perceptions 
that ambition may cause, without coming at a cost to competence.  This means that 
communality, combined with some type of agency (including ambition), may be the optimal 
way for both men and women to act within the workplace, in order to be perceived the 
most positively.  There were again, however, no differences in the way these traits were 
perceived in men and women, which was unexpected.  I propose that while it is possible 
that this may reflect no differences between perceptions of men and women, it is more 
likely that the traits were too abstract to be viewed in a way that obviously defied gendered 
expectations.  If men and women were to act in ways that explicitly conflicted with what is 
expected of their gender, this may be less open to interpretation.  When women engage in 
certain agentic behaviours, they may be perceived particularly negatively, as (task-) agentic 
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behaviours can be interpreted as ruthless behaviours when they are enacted by women (Liff 
& Ward, 2001).  It seems that behaviour may be less open to interpretation than a trait 
description; thus, enacting agentic behaviours may cause more penalties for women than 
being described using agentic traits.  To address this issue, Study 4 aims to build upon 
Study 3 by testing whether ambitious men and ambitious women are perceived differently 
for performing specific communal or agentic behaviours to get ahead within the workplace. 
Study 4 uses a direct comparison of agentic to communal behaviours. In Study 3, 
the neutral condition wasn’t seen differently than the agentic condition, while the 
communal condition was generally seen similarly to the androgynous condition; thus this 
study only included an agentic condition and a communal condition.  As all targets in Study 
3 were ambitious, an argument can be made that the communal condition itself was 
androgynous, as the target was described as both ambitious and communal.  In this study, I 
expect that the communal target will be seen the most positively, and that the agentic 
woman will face more penalties than any of the other targets for acting against gender 
stereotypes, and enacting agentic behaviours to achieve her goals. 
 It is also possible that perceptions of how warm, moral, positive or competent the 
woman is, do not necessarily map onto actual hiring or promotion decisions within the 
workplace.  While a perceived lack of warmth can affect hiring and promotion decisions 
(Phelan et al, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999), it is also possible that a woman can be seen as 
both competent and warm, but still not as well suited to particular positions as men, who 
are simply seen as more congruent with agentic, and particularly leadership, positions (as 
with Role Congruence Theory; Eagly & Karau, 2002).  Thus in Study 4 I also include a 
measure of suitability to specific leadership positions, in order to test whether communal or 
agentic behaviours have an effect on perceptions of suitability to leadership, over and 
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above any effects on perceptions of warmth and competence.  Past studies have found that 
women are seen to be preferred for ‘risky’ leadership positions (known as the ‘glass cliff’; 
see Chapter 2 for a detailed discussion), while men are seen to be more suited to stable or 
successful leadership positions (Ryan & Haslam, 2005).  Studies that have further explored 
these findings have found that it is the expected communal characteristics, rather than 
being a woman per se, that influence these leadership decisions (Bruckmüller & 
Branscombe, 2010; Ryan et al, 2011).  The current study aims to further untangle this, and 
investigate whether these perceptions also exist of ambitious men and women who enact 
these specific behaviours.  I test whether targets with communal characteristics, rather than 
women, are preferred to lead in risky situations, with the expectation that, according to this, 
and role congruence theory (Eagly & Karau, 2002), the agentic man will be seen as the most 
suited to lead a successful or stable company.  Thus to test this, this study used suitability to 
risky or stable companies as dependent variables, rather than independent variables as they 
have been used in the past (e.g. Haslam & Ryan, 2008; Ryan et al, 2011). 
Method 
Participants 
 Participants in this study were recruited through the SCORED database that is run 
through Murdoch University (N=103).  The sample was made up almost equally of men 
(n=46) and women (n=57).  Participant ages ranged from 18 to 73 (M= 46.01, SD =14.64).  
The majority of participants were of Anglo Saxon/European ethnicity (92%).  A high 
percentage of these participants were highly educated, with 83% of participants reporting 
having some university education.  
Participants gained points to be redeemed for gift vouchers (equivalent to three dollars) for 
completing the 15 minute questionnaire.   
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Table 10. Number of participants in each of the 4 conditions. 
 Male target Female target 
   
Communal behaviours 25 24 
Agentic behaviours 26 20 
 
Participants’ details are kept separately to questionnaire responses, and can only be accessed 
by SCORED administration. 
Design 
This design followed the same structure as Study 3, though the behaviour combinations 
only consisted of two levels, rather than four.  This study therefore used a 2x2 design, 
where the two manipulated variables were gender of the target (male or female) and 
behaviour combination of target (communal or agentic).  Participants were randomly 
directed to one of the experimental conditions.  Thus 4 groups of participants each saw 
only one case study (see Table 10).  
Materials 
The materials for this questionnaire followed the same structure as Study 3, with 
slightly changed scenarios, and some additional dependent variables.   The full 
questionnaire can be found in Appendix C.  Unless otherwise stated, all scales were 
comprised of the same items as in Study 3 (all Cronbach’s alpha >.75).  Only the 
measurements of the additional dependent variables are reported below.  
Scenarios 
 The questionnaire began with a scenario similar to that used in Study 3.  These 
scenarios provided additional information about the targets, indicating a context where one 
or more staff members would be promoted, and subsequently explained the behaviours the 
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targets enacted to enhance their chances of promotion.  The communal and agentic 
behaviour combinations used behaviours that again fit into my active-communal and task-
agentic definitions (see Chapter 2); the scenarios can be seen below. 
Communal behaviour combination 
Michelle (Greg) is a 32 year old consultant who has a master’s degree. She’s been working in her 
current field for six years, with two years at her current position. She aims to become senior 
management within the next five years. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. She claims that she is very passionate about her work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
Michelle’s division has recently been lauded by their manager for their productivity over the last 
quarter, and been told that one or more staff members would be promoted as a result. In order to 
heighten her chances of gaining the promotion, Michelle has worked closely with the remaining 
staff members, being kind and helpful, and encouraging them, further improving productivity. 
Her manager has told her that her actions have been noticed, and they will be taken into account in 
her application for promotion. 
Agentic behaviour combination 
Michelle (Greg) is a 32 year old consultant who has a master’s degree. She’s been working in her 
current field for six years, with two years at her current position. She aims to become senior 
management within the next five years. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. She claims that she is very passionate about her work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
Michelle’s division has recently been lauded by their manager for their productivity over the last 
quarter, and been told that one or more staff members would be promoted as a result. In order to 
heighten her chances of gaining the promotion, Michelle has [been assertive with other staff 
members, exhibited self-confidence, and remained focused on the task at hand], further improving 
productivity. Her manager has told her that her actions have been noticed, and they will be taken 
into account in her application for promotion. 
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These scenarios were then followed by the positive and negative characteristics, 
competence and warmth, communality and agency and leadership traits scales, which were 
all rated on a likert scale that ranged from 1 (not at all characteristic) to 7 (very 
characteristic). 
Repeated dependent variables 
Dependent variables used again in this study were positive characteristics 
(Cronbach’s alpha =.89), negative characteristics (Cronbach’s alpha =.87), warmth 
(Cronbach’s alpha =.92), competence (Cronbach’s alpha =.92), morality (Cronbach’s alpha 
=.93), agency (Cronbach’s alpha =.76) and communality (Cronbach’s alpha =.96).  The ASI 
was included as an overall measurement of ambivalent sexism (Cronbach’s alpha = .91), as 
well as measuring benevolent sexism (Cronbach’s alpha =.92) and hostile sexism 
(Cronbach’s alpha =.95).  In order to assess the construct validity of these scales, 
correlations were again run between all dependent variables, and can be found in Appendix 
N.  The ASI was again used to split participants into high and low ambivalent sexist 
attitudes, using the median (3.14).   
Suitability to leadership scales 
In attempting to create a scale to measure suitability to particular leadership 
positions, several items were included which asked participants to rate how suited they 
thought the targets were to specific leadership positions.  Two separate subscales made up 
the Suitability to Leadership scale, and specific items can be seen in Table 11.  The scales 
ranged from 1 (not at all suited) to 7 (very suited).  The Cronbach’s alpha for the suitability 
to risky leadership scale was low (see Table 11), however, excluding items did not improve 
its reliability, thus it was included as a preliminary measure, to be improved in the future. 
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Table 11. Items that made up each of the Suitability to Leadership subscales 
Scale name Item name 
Risky Leadership scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .50) 
A company that typically receives negative reviews 
 A company with a steadily decreasing financial 
performance 
A company that was named by Forbes as one of the 
worlds least reputable companies 
A company that has a low percentage of return customers 
 
Stable Leadership scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .76) 
A company with a steady financial performance  
A company that was named by Forbes as one of the 
worlds most reputable companies 
A company that has a high percentage of return 
customers  
A company with a steadily increasing financial 
performance 
A company that typically receives positive reviews 
 
Procedures 
 Participants in Study 4 were recruited through the SCORED community database.  
This database is run through Murdoch University, where emails go out to potential 
participants signed up through this program when new surveys go online.  The emails 
instruct potential participants to follow a link, which takes them to the information page 
about the questionnaire.  The subsequent procedure of this study is identical to that of 
Study 3. 
Results 
 Two way ANOVAs were again used to assess whether communality and agency 
were perceived differently in male and female targets.  Similarly to Study 3, no interactions 
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were found between behaviours and gender, suggesting that these behaviours were viewed 
similarly in both men and women.  For all means, standard deviations and F values, refer to 
Table 12.  Despite this lack of differences in how agency and communality were seen in 
men and women, there were some main effects suggesting that communality and agency are 
perceived differently.  
Main effects: behaviours 
Significant main effects were found for the variables of warmth and communality, where 
targets who exhibited communal behaviours were seen as more warm and more communal 
than targets who exhibited agentic characteristics.  No significant main effects were found 
for positive or negative characteristics, competence or morality, nor agency or suitability to 
lead risky companies, while suitability to stable leadership was marginally non-significant.  
See Table 13 for all means, standard deviations and F values for the main effects of 
behaviour combinations on the dependent variables.  
Main effects: gender of target 
Two significant main effects were also found for gender of target, where female 
targets were rated as less negative, and more moral, than male targets. There were no 
significant main effects for gender for any of the other dependent variables. For means, 
standard deviations and F values for all dependent variables refer to Table 14. 
 Three way ANOVAS: behaviour combination, target gender and ambivalent sexism 
Three way ANOVAs were used to assess the effect of ambivalent sexism on 
interactions between behaviours and gender of target, when participants’ scores on the ASI 
were split into high and low categories.3  
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 Analyses were also conducted using the ASI and its subscales as continuous independent variables.  No 
significant interactions were found. See Appendix O for F values. 
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Table 12. Means, standard deviations, and F values for interactions between behaviour combination and target gender, for all nine 
dependent variables. 
 Communal woman Communal man Agentic woman Agentic man Interaction F value 
      
Negative characteristics 
 
2.35 (1.04) 2.97 (1.00) 2.87 (1.06) 3.12 (0.90) F(1,91)=0.78, p=.378, ηр²=.009 
Positive characteristics 
 
5.49 (0.68) 5.12 (0.73) 5.05 (0.74) 4.97 (0.80) F(1,91)=0.86, p=.356, ηр²=.009 
 
Competence 
 
5.91 (0.62) 5.71 (0.79) 5.89 (0.78) 5.74 (0.82) F(1, 91)=0.02, p=.881, ηр²<.001 
Warmth 
 
5.01 (0.80) 4.71 (0.95) 4.31 (0.87) 4.25 (1.07) F(1, 91)=0.42, p=.519, ηр²=.005 
Morality 
 
5.16 (0.92) 4.52 (1.17) 4.96 (1.09) 4.63 (0.93) F(1, 91)=0.54, p=.463, ηр²=.006 
Agency 
 
5.74 (0.61) 5.74 (0.79) 5.76 (0.67) 5.74 (0.83) F(1,91)=0.002, p=.967, ηр²<.001 
Communality 
 
4.92 (0.80) 4.59 (1.13) 4.14 (0.98) 3.80 (1.34) F(1,91)<.001, p=.989, ηр²<.001 
Suitability to Risky Leadership 
 
4.39 (1.14) 4.83 (0.80) 4.31 (1.15) 4.45 (0.94) F(1, 88)=0.63, p=.428, ηр²=.007 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
5.63 (0.66) 5.44 (0.85) 5.26 (0.78) 5.17 (0.90) F(1, 88)=0.91, p=.764, ηр²=.001 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05.  
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Table 13. Means, standard deviations, and F values for main effects for behaviour combinations, for all nine dependent variables. 
 Communal target Agentic target Main effect F value 
    
Negative characteristics 
 
2.66 (1.05) 3.01 (0.97) F(1,91)=2.69, p=.105, ηр²=.029 
 
Positive characteristics 
 
5.30 (0.72) 5.01 (0.77) F(1,91)=3.78, p=.055, ηр²=.040 
 
Competence 
 
5.81 (0.71) 5.80 (0.80) F(1, 91)<.001, p=.992, ηр²<.001 
 
Warmth 
 
4.85 (0.88) 4.27 (0.98) F(1, 91)=9.05, p=.003*, ηр²=.090 
Morality 
 
4.84 (1.09) 4.77 (1.01) F(1, 91)=0.05, p=.829, ηр²=.001 
Agency 
 
5.74 (0.61) 5.75 (0.75) F(1,89)=0.004, p=.947, ηр²<.001 
Communality 
 
4.75 (0.99) 3.95 (1.19) F(1,89)=11.96, p=.001*, ηр²=.118 
Suitability to Risky Leadership 
 
4.60 (0.99) 4.39 (1.03) F(1, 88)=1.03, p=.312, ηр²=.012 
Suitability to Stable Leadership 5.53 (0.76) 5.21 (0.84) F(1, 88)=3.71, p=.057, ηр²=.040 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05.
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Table 14. Means, standard deviations, and F values for main effects for gender of target, for all nine dependent variables. 
 Female target Male target Main effect F value 
    
Negative characteristics 
 
2.58 (1.07) 3.05 (0.94) F(1,91)=4.56, p=.035*, ηр²=.048 
 
Positive characteristics 
 
5.29 (0.73) 5.04 (0.76) F(1,91)=2.22, p=.139, ηр²=.024 
 
Competence 
 
5.90 (0.69) 5.73 (0.79) F(1, 91)=1.23, p=.270, ηр²=.013 
 
Warmth 
 
4.69 (0.90) 4.47 (1.03) F(1, 91)=0.88, p=.350, ηр²=.010 
Morality 
 
5.07 (1.00) 4.58 (1.05) F(1, 91)=5.14, p=.026*, ηр²=.054 
Agency 
 
5.75 (0.63) 5.74 (0.80) F(1,89)=0.008, p=.929, ηр²<.001 
Communality 
 
4.56 (0.96) 4.19 (1.29) F(1,89)=2.20, p=.141, ηр²=.024 
Suitability to Risky Leadership 
 
4.33 (1.13) 4.64 (0.88) F(1, 88)=2.07, p=.154, ηр²=.023 
Suitability to Stable Leadership 5.46 (0.73) 4.41 (0.88) F(1, 88)=0.73, p=.394, ηр²=.008 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05 
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Only one significant three way interaction was found between behaviour 
combination, target gender and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable of suitability 
to risky leadership positions (F(1, 84)=4.85, p=.030, ηр²=.055).  The pattern of this three 
way interaction can be seen in Figure 7.  No two way interactions were found between 
ambivalent sexism and target gender, nor between ambivalent sexism and behaviour 
combinations.  All means, standard deviations and F values for non significant two and 
three way interactions using ambivalent sexism scores can be found in Appendix P. 
Three way ANOVAs: behaviour combination, target gender and participant sex 
No significant three way interactions were found between participant sex, target 
gender and behaviour combinations (see Appendix Q for means, standard deviations and F 
values). No significant main effects were found for sex of participant, however, there was 
one significant interaction between target gender and sex of participant for the variable 
suitability to risky leadership, where women tended to rate men as more suited to risky 
leadership positions, while men rated women as more suited (F(1, 83)=4.71, p=.033, 
ηр²=.054).  The trend of the interaction can be seen in Figure 8.  All other means, standard 
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deviations and F values for these two and three way interactions can be found in Appendix 
Q.  
Discussion 
This study provides partial support for Study 3, in indicating that communal 
behaviours can also provide some benefits to ambitious people.  Communal targets were 
perceived as being more communal, and importantly, more warm, than agentic targets, 
while this boost in warmth did not come at a cost to competence or agency.  These findings 
support those of Study 4, where communality can give a boost to warmth without coming 
at a cost to competence.  Communality again seems to yield many benefits without causing 
any particular penalties, so long as some form of agency, such as ambition, is presented 
alongside it.  Again, this can be explained in terms of androgyny, where targets who are 
both ambitious, and acting in kind and helpful ways, are seen as being both warm and 
competent at the same time.  This is reiterated by the finding that communal targets were 
seen as more communal, but as being just as agentic as the agentic targets.  This 
interpretation supports arguments that androgyny is the best way for women to present 
themselves in the workplace (e.g. Carli et al, 1995; Rudman & Glick, 2001), but also the 
optimal way of acting for both men and women (e.g. Bem, 1974; Sczesny et al, 2004; 
Vinkenberg et al, 2011).  Future studies can further untangle these findings, assessing what 
‘level’ of agency (or ambition) is required to allow for communal actions to be perceived 
positively, without facing any penalties to perceptions of competence or agency.  
As in Study 3, the communality and agency manipulations had differing effects on 
morality and warmth.  While communal targets were seen as warmer than agentic targets, 
both were seen similarly along the variable of morality.  This may be because these targets 
were seen to be enacting behaviours to achieve their own goals; even when these 
! 117!
behaviours were seen as helpful, they were still selfishly motivated.  So while communal 
behaviours can give a boost to warmth, they do not necessarily give a boost to perceptions 
of morality, particularly when motivations are not in line with what is expected of a helpful 
person.  This discrepancy between warmth and morality findings gives further credence to 
suggestions that morality should be seen as a separate construct to warmth (e.g. Leach et al, 
2007).  
Fewer main effects on the dependent variables were found for behaviour 
combinations in this study, than were found for trait combinations in Study 3.  As stated 
above, no differences were found in Study 4 for morality or negative characteristics s, 
diverging from the findings in Study 3.  While it is important to note the bigger samples, 
and thus bigger effect sizes in Study 3, it may also be that traits are seen as more stable and 
consistent than behaviours, and are therefore more likely to form a reliable basis for 
judgement of ambitious targets.  Participants may have been less likely to penalise targets 
with negative or immoral judgements based on a context specific set of behaviours, and 
more likely to do so when presented with seemingly consistent traits.  Gender may also be 
seen as reliable basis for judgement, where expected gender roles are seen as a more 
consistent way to judge the character of a person than context specific behaviours.  Female 
targets were generally seen as more moral and less negative than the male targets, where the 
stereotypically ‘stable’ traits of women, as more moral and less negative, may affect 
judgements more so than behaviours enacted in one specific context.  In this sample, more 
so than the sample in Study 3, gender had stronger effects on these judgements than did 
presentations of communality.  
The findings of this study also gave some indications of what type of person is seen 
as most suited to particular leadership roles.  A trend was found where communal targets 
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were perceived as more suited to lead stable companies than agentic targets, but this 
difference was not quite significant.  Meanwhile, no differences in suitability to risky 
leadership were found, either for communality or gender.  This is contradictory to much of 
the glass cliff research, which suggests that women, or more specifically people with 
communal characteristics, are seen as most suited to run companies in crisis, while those 
with agentic characteristics are seen as most suited to run successful or stable companies 
(Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010; Ryan et al, 2011).  The lack of differences regarding 
suitability to risky leadership are most likely due to the low reliability of the scale, where 
more research is needed to improve the scale.  Meanwhile, the findings regarding suitability 
to stable leadership may be affected by the limited information given about the companies, 
where participants who saw the communal targets as more warm were more likely to 
‘reward’ them by stating they were more suited to lead stable companies.  It is difficult to 
speculate, however, when these findings were only near significance.  
Ambivalent sexism and participant sex both somewhat affected the ways that 
participants rated how suited targets were to lead risky companies.  Participants with high 
ambivalent sexism scores saw agentic females as least suited to lead risky companies1.  
Meanwhile, participants tended to favour the opposite gender when rating which target was 
most suited to lead a risky company.  Male participants rated female targets as most suited 
to run risky companies, while women rated men as most suited.  As glass cliff research 
predicts that women would be more likely to be seen as suited to risky leadership positions 
(Haslam & Ryan, 2008; Ryan & Haslam, 2005), it is interesting that it is those with high 
ambivalent sexism who see communal females as more suited than agentic females, while 
men rated that women generally were more suited to this position.  This may suggest that !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Again, as analyses including the ASI and its subscales as continuous variables were not significant, this 
finding must be interpreted with caution.  
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the glass cliff phenomenon is perpetuated largely by those with high ambivalent sexism, and 
men.  If this is the case, this is particularly problematic, as while men hold the majority of 
powerful positions, their perceptions of women as more suited to these roles is much more 
likely to have an effect on women’s actual opportunities to lead.  However, as this is the 
first time that this construct has been adapted to be a dependent variable, and considering 
the low reliability of the risky leadership scale, more testing is needed using this scale before 
wider conclusions can be drawn. 
Finally, contrary to expectations, no interactions were found between the two 
independent variables. Ambitious men and women who exhibited agentic or communal 
behaviours were not found to be viewed any differently.  Despite gender, communal targets 
were seen as the warmest and the most communal, without coming at a cost to 
competence.  This is interesting when comparing these findings to role congruence theory 
(Eagly & Karau, 2002) and studies that have found results in line with this theory (e.g. 
Cuddy et al, 2004, Eckes, 2002; Fiske et al, 2002) that suggest that this communality can 
come at a cost to competence in women more so than men.  Particularly, past research 
would suggest that (task-) agentic behaviour can be interpreted particularly negatively in 
women (e.g. Liff & Ward, 2001), and my hypotheses predicted that as agentic behaviours 
are less open to interpretation than general agentic traits, the female targets with agentic 
behaviour combinations in Study 4 would face more penalties than the female targets with 
agentic trait combinations in Study 3.  It seems from these findings, however, that the 
behaviours enacted by ambitious targets do not lead to differing perceptions of men and 
women. 
This study has added to Study 3, in showing the broader benefits of communality 
within context dependent situations.  Although displays of communal behaviours seems to 
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have fewer benefits than communal traits, which are often seen as more stable, there are 
still many benefits to be gained from acting communally within the workplace, without it 
coming at a cost to competence. 
General Discussion 
 Despite expectations that women would receive more benefits for being communal, 
and more penalties for not being communal, no interactions between gender and 
communal/agentic manipulations were found in either of these studies.  Overall, targets 
with communal traits or behaviours were seen as warmer and more likable than agentic 
targets.  This trend occurred despite gender: both men and women receive benefits for 
being communal, and this did not come at a cost to competence for men or women.  
Androgyny seems to indeed be a way to ameliorate the costs to warmth that ambition may 
cause.  This suggests that an ambitious person should exhibit communality within the 
workplace (as the pairing of these elements can be conceptualised as androgyny) in order to 
be perceived most positively. 
This combination of studies gives support to theories that morality and warmth are 
affected by different considerations (e.g. Leach et al, 2007).  While morality was perceived 
in a slightly different way to warmth in Study 3, a clearly different pattern of results can be 
seen in Study 4, where communality gave a boost to warmth but not morality.  While being 
seen as a communal person improves perceptions of both warmth and morality, engaging 
in communal behaviours to enhance likelihood of one’s promotion boosts perceptions of 
warmth, but not morality.  It seems that there may be particular circumstances where 
morality is more likely to be seen as separate from warmth.  Specifically, it may be that 
when behaviours, and the motivations behind these behaviours, are not congruently 
communal, this can have differing effects on perceptions of warmth and morality.  Future 
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studies should not only test whether this is a consistent indicator of different perceptions of 
warmth and morality, but also whether changing the motivations behind ambition will 
affect the ways that morality, warmth and competence are perceived. 
Study 4 also provided some indications of perceptions of suitability to leadership, 
where male participants rated women as more suited to lead risky companies, and female 
participants rated women as least suited to lead risky companies.  A range of evidence has 
found that women are usually preferred for risky leadership positions (e.g. Haslam & Ryan, 
2008; Ryan & Haslam, 2005, Ryan et al, 2011), and this can largely be explained by an 
assumption that women hold communal characteristics (Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010; 
Ryan et al, 2011).  My findings suggest not only that communality does not predict 
perceptions of suitability to these positions more so than agency, but also that it is only 
men that seem to perceive women as more suited to these roles.  This may be due to the 
scale itself, where the risky leadership scale had low reliability, and more research is needed 
to provide validation of both of these scales.  
A potential explanation for the lack of interactions found in either of these studies 
is the way the ambition was presented, where the motivations behind the ambition were 
ambiguous.  Despite the traits or behaviours that were presented alongside the ambition, 
the actual intent behind the behaviours was unknown.  As morality was seemingly affected 
by the motivations behind communal behaviours in Study Two, it would be useful to 
understand how ambition was perceived if it was seen as being done to follow different 
goals.  Specifically, in line with the ways that Gillard’s ambition was ameliorated in Study 1, 
it seems important to understand whether presenting ambition as either collective (for the 
good of the group) or as individualistic (for the good of the self) would affect the way 
ambition is viewed in men and women.  Thus in the following chapter, I test whether these 
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goals of ambition will lead to more differentiation of judgements of ambitious men and 
women. 
In adding to the empirical findings of Study 2, where ambition was perceived more 
negatively than contentment in both men and women, the combination of studies in this 
chapter show that communality is a way of overcoming some of the costs that come with 
ambition, without affecting perceptions of competence.  Within the workplace, if men and 
women are ambitious, it would be advantageous to exhibit communal behaviours to boost 
perceptions of warmth, but on top of this, establishing oneself as a communal person, as 
having stable communal traits, appears to give a further boost to morality and positive 
characteristics, over and above perceptions of warmth. 
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CHAPTER 6 
PERCEPTIONS OF INDIVIDUALISTIC AND COLLECTIVE AMBITION IN MEN 
AND WOMEN  
 
Throughout the chapters of this thesis, it has become clear that ambition can be 
perceived in a variety of different ways, and these perceptions can be influenced by who is 
enacting this ambition, and how this ambition is enacted.  While being seen as useful, 
ambition is generally seen more negatively than simply being content with one’s current 
position, as was found in Study 2.  Meanwhile, the analysis of media constructions of Julia 
Gillard’s ambition in Study 1 led to the hypothesis that negative perceptions of ambitious 
people might be ameliorated by using one of two strategies; either exhibiting communal 
traits and behaviours, or by framing the ambition as being as collective, for the good of the 
group.  Studies 3 and 4 used empirical studies to test the first of these strategies, finding 
that communality is a useful way to ameliorate negative perceptions of ambition, and the 
current chapter aims to investigate the second of these strategies.  Thus this chapter 
assesses whether the type of ambition can affect perceptions of ambitious people.  While 
ambition is often seen as something that is self serving and individualistic (Champy & 
Nohria, 2000), alternative conceptualisations put forward a type of ambition that is 
collective, where one desires leadership in order to better the group (Larimer et al, 2007).  I 
test whether type of ambition, be it individualistic or collective, affects perceptions of the 
ambitious person; and additionally, whether these particular presentations of ambition will 
be perceived differently in men and women. 
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Collectivism, individualism and ambition 
As previously discussed, a large body of research has shown that women are 
generally valued for exhibiting communal traits and behaviours, while men are valued for 
having agentic traits and behaviours (e.g. Bem, 1974; Deuhr & Bono, 2004; see Chapter 2).  
The communal expectations of women include being helpful and caring, and putting others 
before the self; while agentic expectations include being focused on the task, being 
assertive, and being self-confident.  Significant overlap can be seen between agency and 
individualism, and between communality and collectivism.  Several authors have highlighted 
the similarities between these constructs, noting the individualistic nature of agentic and 
masculine expectations, and the collective nature of communal and feminine expectations 
(e.g. Kashima et al., 1995).  In looking at gendered expectations from this perspective, this 
suggests that not only are men and women expected to act within expected gender roles, 
but their motivations behind these behaviours should also correspond with gendered 
expectations.  Men are expected to be motivated by their own needs and desires, while 
women are expected to be driven by the needs and desires of others. 
If women are indeed perceived positively for having explicitly collective 
motivations, then it would seem that a presentation of collective ambitions, for the good of 
the group, would allow women to be perceived most positively in the workplace.  Indeed, 
in Study 1, positive presentations of Julia Gillard described her ambition as being for the 
benefit of a wider group (either the Australian public or the Labor party).  It seems that 
when collective, moral, and altruistic motivations for ambition are seen or inferred, that this 
might allow for more positive perceptions of ambitious women.  This may allow an 
androgynous presentation of agency through being ambitious, and communality through 
putting the group first.  Although I know of no research that has looked specifically at 
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whether collective ambition results in more positive perceptions of ambitious women in the 
workplace, there is much research to suggest that leadership styles that put others before 
the self are much preferred in women leaders over other styles of leadership.  As discussed 
in Chapter 2, women leaders are seen more positively when their leadership style is moral, 
altruistic or transformational (Arnold & Loughlin, 2010; Eagly & Carli, 2007; Fine, 2009; 
Trinidad & Normore, 2005).  It seems that collective, moral or transformational leadership 
styles yield the most benefits for women. Considering the links between ambition and 
leadership (e.g. Hogan & Kaiser, 2005; Huddy & Capelos, 2002), it seems likely that these 
motivations would also yield the most benefits to ambitious women.  
Conversely, the expectation that women should be collective in their motivations 
means that when women are individualistic, they are often perceived negatively.  While 
communal behaviours and collective motivations are useful in the workplace, agentic or 
individualistic behaviours are seen as more necessary, and are often more highly valued 
(Sceszny et al, 2004).  Women face many consequences for acting in ways that are 
congruent with expected work roles, but incongruent with expected feminine roles (e.g. 
Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eckes, 2002).  As ambition is often seen as an individualistic pursuit 
of success (Champy & Nohria, 2000; Larimer et al, 2007), it seems that ambition alone, 
with no other information, is likely to be assumed to be individualistic, and if this is the 
case, it would be more in line with the individualistic expectations of men, than the 
collective expectations of women. 
Despite expectations that ambition would be seen as conflicting with the expected 
behaviours and motivations of women, I found that ambition was not viewed any more 
negatively in women than in men (see Study 2).  Although the default assumption may 
generally be that ambition is individualistic, it is possible that ambition can be seen as 
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collective.  For example, in Larimer and colleagues’ (2007) research, ambitious men were 
seen as individualistic and self-serving, while ambitious women were seen as more likely to 
be fair or collective.  This means that ambition, and ambition in men and women, can be 
interpreted in a variety of ways.  To further untangle the negative perceptions of ambition 
that were found in Study 2, it is important to understand how different types of ambition 
might be perceived, and whether these different types of ambition are perceived differently 
in women and men. 
If it is often assumed that men’s ambition will be individualistic, and women’s 
ambition will be collective (Larimer et al, 2007), then women are more likely to be penalised 
if their ambition is seen to be ostensibly individualistic and self serving.  When a female 
target’s ambition is seen to conflict with what is expected of their gender, this might 
become more salient and cause particularly negative perceptions.  By this logic, if women 
were explicitly individualistic in their ambitions, where their ambition was for their own 
personal advancement, this would be more likely to be perceived negatively than the 
individualistic male, where this behaviour is more expected.  In this sense, women’s 
individualistic behaviour can be viewed as more disapproved of than the same behaviour 
exhibited by men (e.g. Liff & Ward, 2001).  Indeed, in Study 1, when Julia Gillard’s 
ambition was seen as ruthless and individualistic, it was portrayed as coming at a cost to her 
communality and femininity.  
As with the androgynous presentation of communality and ambition in Studies 3 
and 4, it may be the case that both men and women can benefit from a presentation of 
collective ambition, which can ameliorate the negative perceptions that arise from being 
seen as ambiguously ambitious.  Indeed, selfless people are often seen as more positive than 
selfish targets (Flynn, 2003), so while both men and women may benefit from a perception 
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of collective ambitions, I propose that women will benefit more so than men.  It is also 
expected that participants will perceive the individualistic female the most negatively of all 
the targets. 
The glass cliff 
People with communal characteristics (often associated with women) are generally 
preferred to lead companies ‘in crisis’ (the glass cliff; Ryan & Haslam, 2005, Ryan et al, 
2011).  Considering the parallels drawn between communality and collectivism (Kashima et 
al., 1995), it would seem that those who are seen to have collective ambition may be 
similarly perceived as suited to those positions.  Indeed, when considering the case of Julia 
Gillard, it seems that her collective and communal characteristics are part of what made her 
more suited to take over leadership of the party when it was in crisis (see Study 1).  It 
follows that targets presented as collectively motivated (implying communal characteristics), 
would be perceived as most suited to risky leadership positions.  However, in Study 4, no 
significant differences were found for stable leadership positions, and women were only 
preferred for risky leadership positions by male participants.  The current study aims to 
assess whether collective targets will be seen as more suited to risky positions, in line with 
past research (e.g. Bruckmüller & Branscombe, 2010; Ryan et al, 2011).  Considering the 
wealth of research suggesting communal targets are seen as suited to risky positions, I 
expect that the collective target will be perceived as most suited to lead a risky company, 
while the individualistic target will be perceived as most suited to lead a stable company. 
In Study 4, I tested for the first time whether suitability for risky and stable 
leadership positions could be used as dependent variables.  While the risky leadership scale 
had low reliability, the stable leadership scale had strong reliability.  This chapter will 
attempt to retest these scale to improve their reliability, as well as to investigate when men 
! 128!
and women with different types of ambition are seen as more or less suited to specific 
leadership positions.  In line with previous work on the glass cliff, it is expected that the 
collectively ambitious woman will be perceived as most suitable to lead the risky company, 
while the individualistic male will be perceived as most suited to lead a stable company.  
The current study 
The current study aims to test whether being ambitious for others, rather than self, 
might be viewed more positively than individualistic ambition, and whether this strategy 
will be more beneficial for women than for men.  Using the same scenario based design 
that has been used in Studies 1, 3 and 4, this study manipulates type of ambition and gender 
of target in order to assess their impact on the perceptions of the target.  I expect that 
having collective goals is another way in which ambitious women may achieve a balance 
between communality and agency that presents a more androgynous, and thus positively 
perceived, work persona.  I also hypothesise that the collectively ambitious target will be 
perceived more positively than the individualistic target, while the individualistic women 
will receive the most penalties out of any of the targets. 
Method 
Participants 
 Participants in this study were recruited through the SCORED community database 
(N=103), where participants who had participated in Study 3 or 5 (which also used this 
database) were excluded.  More than half of the participants in this sample were women 
(n=61), and ages of participants ranged from 18 to 80 (M=44.3, SD =14.61).  Most 
participants reported Anglo Saxon/European ethnicity (n=83).  The sample was highly 
educated, with the majority having some university education (82%).  
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Table 15. Number of participants in each of the 4 conditions. 
 Male target Female target 
   
Individualistic ambition 23 21 
Collective ambition 25 29 
 
Participants gained points towards gift vouchers (equivalent to three dollars) for 
completing this 15 minute questionnaire, which was distributed by a third party.  
Participants’ details were kept separately to questionnaire responses, and can only be 
accessed by SCORED administration. 
Design 
A 2x2 design was used in this study, where the two manipulated variables were 
gender (male or female) and type of ambition the target displayed (collective ambition or 
individualistic ambition).   The scenarios used in each condition are adapted from those 
used in Study 2. 
Materials 
 The online questionnaire was constructed using the SCORED software system, as 
used in Studies 1, 3 and 4 (refer to Appendix D for the full questionnaire).  This 
questionnaire included the sections Demographic Information, Scenario, Positive/Negative 
characteristics, Competence, Warmth and Morality, Communality and Agency, Suitability to 
Leadership, and the Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (ASI; Glick & Fiske, 2001).  All items 
were rated on a seven point likert scale, and scales ranged from not at all characteristic to 
very characteristic, unless otherwise stated. 
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Scenarios 
 The questionnaire began with a scenario, where examples of the collective ambition 
and individualistic ambition conditions can be seen below.  Thus there were 4 groups of 
participants who each saw only one case study (see Table 15 for condition samples), 
following which all participants rated the targets along the same scales.  
 
Collective ambition 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years, and has reached a middle management position. He aims to become 
senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes himself as very ambitious, and thinks 
that it is really important that people be ambitious for the good of the company. He has 
several goals that he wishes to achieve for his company over the next 10 years. He describes 
himself very passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
Individualistic ambition 
Anne is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been working in her 
current field for six years, and has reached a middle management position. She aims to become 
senior management by the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, [and thinks it is 
really important that people be ambitious for the good of their careers]. She has several goals that 
she wishes to achieve [for her career over the next 10 years]. She describes herself as very passionate 
about her work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Positive and negative characteristics 
Participants were then asked to rate how characteristic certain positive and negative 
attributes were of the target presented in the case study, as used in Chapters 3 and 5.  The 
12 positive characteristics items taken from Rudman and Kilianski (2000) formed a reliable 
scale, (Cronbach’s alpha = .91), as did ten of the negative characteristics items (excluding 
bossy and selfish; Cronbach’s alpha = .92).  
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Competence, warmth and morality 
Participants were also asked to rate how characteristic traits of competence, warmth 
and morality were of the target.  For the competence scale, 5 items reliably formed a scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .88): efficient, organised, skilful, capable and competent.  For the 
warmth scale, 6 items formed a reliable scale: likable, warm, friendly, good natured, pleasant 
and tolerant (Cronbach’s alpha =.91).  The morality scale was made up of 10 items 
(Cronbach’s alpha =.92):  good, loyal, honest, trustworthy, sincere and moral, and the 
reversed items dishonest, immoral, harmful and deceitful.  
Communality and Agency  
This study again used items from Duehr and Bono (2006) to form agency and 
communality scales.  The agency scale was comprised of six items: ambitious, analytical 
ability, assertive, dominant, forceful and self-confident (Cronbach’s alpha = .76).  The 
communality scale included five items: creative, helpful, kind, sympathetic, and aware of the 
feelings of others (Cronbach’s alpha = .89). 
Suitability to leadership scales 
The leadership scales from Study 4 were also employed in this study, with some 
extra items included in an attempt to improve the scale (the full questionnaire can be seen 
in Appendix D). Different combinations of items yielded stronger reliability in this study; 
an updated version of the scale used in this chapter can be seen in Table 16.  
A correlation matrix was again run to confirm the construct validity of all scales 
used in this study, and can be found in Appendix R. 
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Table 16. Items that made up each of the Suitability to Leadership subscales. 
Scale name Item name 
Risky Leadership scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .83) 
A company that typically receives negative reviews 
 A company with a steadily decreasing financial 
performance 
 
Stable Leadership scale 
(Cronbach’s alpha = .85) 
A company with a steady financial performance  
A company with a steadily increasing financial 
performance 
A company that typically receives positive reviews 
 
Ambivalent Sexism Inventory 
The ASI was again included in order to measure sexist attitudes among the sample.  
All 22 items measuring benevolent and hostile sexism formed a reliable scale (Cronbach’s 
alpha = .86).  As in the previous studies, the median of the overall ambivalent sexism scores 
was used in order to test ambivalent sexism as a moderator; where the median for 
ambivalent sexism in this study was 3.50. 
Procedures 
Community members who are signed up to the SCORED database receive an email 
that directs them to the information page of the questionnaire.  The information page gives 
a general explanation of the purpose of the questionnaire and relevant ethics and contact 
information.  If participants wish to continue, they are taken to the questionnaire, which 
starts by assuring their consent.  Upon completing this questionnaire, a thank you page 
appears, thanking participants for their time, and giving specific information about the 
purpose of the study.  Participants receive their payment for the questionnaire through a 
third party, run through Murdoch University.  
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Results 
Two way interactions: type of ambition and gender of target 
A series of 2x2 two way analyses were conducted in order to assess whether type of 
ambition was viewed differently in women and men.  No significant two way interactions 
between gender and type of ambition were found for any of the dependent variables.  This 
suggests that collective ambition and individualistic ambition were viewed in much the 
same way in both men and women.  For means, standard deviations and F values for 
interactions for all of the dependent variables, refer to Table 17. 
Main effects 
Main effects for type of ambition were analysed in order to investigate whether 
collective ambition was viewed more positively than individualistic ambition.  Only two of 
the dependent variables exhibited main effects.  Targets with collective ambition were seem 
as more moral and more suited to stable leadership than targets with individualistic 
ambition, while the targets were seen relatively similarly for the variables of positive and 
negative characteristics, warmth and competence, agency and communality, and suitability 
to risky leadership positions.  See Table 18 for means, standard deviations and F values for 
these main effects.  No main effects were found for gender of target (means, standard 
deviations and F values for the main effects of gender can be found in Appendix S). 
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Table 17. Means, standard deviations and F values for interactions between type of ambition and target gender, for each of the nine 
dependent variables.  
 Collective 
woman 
Collective man Individualistic 
woman 
Individualistic 
man 
Interaction F value 
      
Negative characteristics 
 
2.83 (1.15) 3.03 (1.06) 3.17 (1.11) 3.24 (0.78) F(1,94)=0.08, p=.770, ηр²=.001 
Positive characteristics 
 
5.03 (0.62) 4.93 (0.73) 4.86 (0.94) 4.59 (0.71) F(1,94)=0.27, p=.603, ηр²=.003 
Competence 
 
5.71 (0.71) 5.53 (0.88) 5.67 (0.80) 5.27 (0.62) F(1, 94)=0.45, p=.501, ηр²=.005 
Warmth 
 
4.17 (0.82) 4.19 (0.74) 4.29 (1.22) 4.01 (0.61) F(1, 94)=0.73, p=.396, ηр²=.008 
Morality 
 
4.96 (0.91) 4.75 (0.94) 4.55 (1.19) 4.29 (0.76) F(1, 94)=0.02, p=.880, ηр²=.001 
Agency 
 
5.63 (0.58) 5.71 (0.81) 5.65 (0.66) 5.49 (0.61) F(1,94)=0.82, p=.369, ηр²=.009 
Communality 
 
4.15 (0.86) 4.02 (0.86) 4.22 (1.15) 3.81 (0.72) F(1,94)=0.60 p=.442, ηр²=.006 
Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
3.66 (1.52) 4.06 (1.40) 3.81 (1.44) 4.12 (1.47) F(1, 94)=0.03, p=.860, ηр²=.001 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
5.61 (0.84) 5.59 (0.80) 4.90 (1.26) 5.26 (1.07) F(1, 94)=0.98, p=.325, ηр²=.010 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05.  
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Table 18. Means, standard deviations and F values for main effects along type of ambition, for all nine dependent variables. 
 
 Collective target Individualistic target Main effect F value 
    
Negative characteristics 
 
2.92 (1.11) 3.20 (0.94) F(1,94)=1.65, p=.202, ηр²=.017 
Positive characteristics 
 
4.99 (0.67) 4.72 (0.83) F(1,94)=2.85, p=.095, ηр²=.029 
Competence 
 
5.63 (0.79) 5.46 (0.73) F(1, 94)=1.009, p=.318, ηр²=.011 
Warmth 
 
4.18 (0.78) 4.14 (0.95) F(1, 94)=0.04, p=.836, ηр²<.001 
Morality 
 
4.86 (0.92) 4.41 (0.99) F(1, 94)=5.05, p=.027*, ηр²=.051 
Agency 
 
5.67 (0.69) 5.57 (0.63) F(1,94)=0.52, p=.471, ηр²=.006 
Communality 
 
4.09 (0.85) 4.22 (0.96) F(1,94)=0.16, p=.687, ηр²=.002 
Suitability to Risky Leadership 
 
3.84 (1.47) 3.97 (1.45) F(1, 94)=0.12, p=.734, ηр²=.001 
Suitability to Stable Leadership 5.60 (0.84) 5.09 (1.07) F(1, 94)=7.26, p=.008*, ηр²=.072 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05.!
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Three way ANOVAs: type of ambition, target gender and ambivalent sexism 
Participants’ scores on the ASI were split into high and low ambivalent sexism, 
in order to test whether ambivalent sexism moderated interactions between gender of 
target and type of ambition the target displayed.1  No significant three way interactions 
were found, indicating that ambivalent sexism did not affect how participants viewed 
individualistically and collectively ambitious men and women.  Neither were any 
significant two way interactions found between ambivalent sexism and type of 
ambition, nor between ambivalent sexism and gender of target. Means, standard 
deviations and F values of two and three way interactions that include ambivalent 
sexism can be found in Appendix U. 
Three way ANOVAs: type of ambition, target gender and participant sex 
Participant sex was also included in three way ANOVAs in order to assess 
whether sex could be used to explain the lack of interactions between target gender and 
type of ambition.  No significant three way interactions were found, nor any two way 
interactions, suggesting that male and female participants rated targets in much the 
same way.  For means, standard deviations and F values for these three way and two 
way ANOVAs, refer to Appendix V. 
Discussion 
Very few effects of the manipulated variables were found in this study. Of 
particular interest, far fewer main effects were found between types of ambition than 
were found for the other manipulations of communality and agency in Studies 3 and 4.  
Collectively and individualistically ambitious targets were rated in much the same way 
along positive and negative characteristics, warmth, competence, agency, and 
communality.  There are several potential explanations for the lack of significant !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1 Analyses were also conducted using the ASI and its subscales as continuous independent variables. No 
significant interactions were found. See Appendix T for F values. !
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differences.  The first of these is that there is simply no difference between 
individualistic and collective ambition; a desire to progress is viewed the same way no 
matter what the motivations are behind that desire.  This seems unlikely, however, 
considering the penalties that are often incurred for acting selfishly rather than selflessly 
(Flynn, 2003).  Another explanation could be that the manipulations simply didn’t work, 
that there were no perceived differences between the two conditions.  This again is 
unlikely considering the significant differences found between the individualistic and 
collective conditions for morality, and suitability to lead stable companies.  It seems far 
more likely, then, that while our manipulations did exhibit different traits in the targets, 
these traits didn’t necessarily reflect individualistic or collective ambition.  It may be that 
describing collective ambition as focusing on the good of the company was too vague.  
Furthermore, collective ambition might be better expressed as being focused upon good 
of other people, rather than the success of a business.  Meanwhile, describing 
individualistic ambition as being focused on the good of one’s career may also be too 
vague, and still open to interpretation (where working for the good of one’s career 
doesn’t necessarily conflict with collective or communal behaviours). 
Some of the findings, or lack of findings, can be seen to support an explanation 
that focuses on these manipulations; for example, the collective target was viewed as no 
more communal than the individualistic target, which is very unusual considering the 
parallels between communality and collectivism (Kashima et al., 1995).  Additionally, in 
Chapter 5, I concluded that communal traits had more effect on warmth and positive 
characteristics than did communal behaviours, because traits are seen as more stable 
than behaviours, particularly when a conflict may be perceived between (individual) 
motivations and (communal) behaviours.  In the current study, it would seem that 
collective goals would, similarly to communal traits, override any suspicions about 
conflicting motivations; however no benefits for perceptions of warmth or positive 
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characteristics were found for the collective condition over and above the individual 
condition.  It seems likely, when considering all of these factors, that the conditions in 
this study didn’t clearly display the targets as selfish or selfless, as would be the case 
with clearly individualistic or collective ambitions.  However, there was clearly some 
difference between the two conditions, as two significant differences were found, 
suggesting that there was some differentiation between these conditions.  However, this 
difference may not capture the distinction between individualistic and collective 
ambition. 
If, as I argue, there is reason to believe that the captured scenarios did not 
effectively manipulate the distinction between individualistic and collective ambition, 
then it suggests that there might be more value in interpreting the conditions literally, as 
they were presented to participants.  In this case, the collective condition is better 
described as ‘ambitious for the good of the company’, while the individualistic 
condition is better described as ‘ambitious for the good of their career’.  A significant 
difference was found between these two conditions for morality.  Targets who were 
ambitious for the company were seen as more moral than targets who were ambitious 
for their careers. When people are seen as ambitious for the good of the company, they 
are seen as less likely to deceive or harm others than those who are ambitious for the 
good of their career.  This fits with past research, where a leader acting on behalf of the 
group is defined as a ‘moral’ leader (Fine, 2009).  These findings again show that, in line 
with findings in Studies 3 and 4, when investigating complex characteristics such as 
ambition, morality and warmth should be tested separately.  Certain presentations of 
characteristics can lead to a hit to perceptions of morality, even while perceptions of 
warmth remain the same.  In other words, desiring to advance your career may not 
affect how warm or likable other people find you, yet it may cause people to see you as 
less moral or trustworthy than someone whose goals are for the good of the company. 
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In looking at the suitability to leadership scales, it was expected that the 
collective target would be perceived as more suited to lead a risky company, while the 
individualistic target would be more suited to lead a stable company, in line with 
findings surrounding agentic and communal characteristics (Bruckmüller & 
Branscombe, 2010; Ryan et al, 2011).  However, I found that the collective target was 
seen as more suited to lead a stable company, while no difference was found for 
suitability to lead a risky company.  Although this conflicts with past research by other 
authors, it does mirror the (non-significant) findings of Study 3, where participants were 
more likely to reward targets who exhibited characteristics more focused on others than 
themselves, and rate them as more suited to lead a stable company.  Again this may 
simply reflect the wording of the manipulations, where the targets who valued ambition 
as being good for the company, were perceived as more suited to lead a stable company, 
than those who valued ambition for the good of their personal career.  Perhaps if the 
manipulations were more specific to putting other people, or other colleagues, before 
the self, rather than the company, this would yield a different pattern of results.  Future 
studies should more specifically investigate whether explicit presentations of selfish or 
selfless types of ambition can affect perceptions of who is most suited to lead, but also 
when they are perceived as most suited to lead risky companies, that are in crisis. 
While past research suggests that women leaders are seen more positively when 
they act for the good of others, rather than themselves (e.g. Fine, 2009), this study 
found no differences in the way targets were perceived when they were ambitious for 
the good of the company, or for the good of their career.  No significant interactions 
were found between gender and purpose of ambition for any of the dependent 
variables, suggesting that gender plays very little part in the way the goals of ambition 
are perceived. These perceptions were not affected by sex of participant, nor by the 
ambivalent sexism scores of participants.  Again, though, this may be due to the 
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manipulations used in this study, where if the targets had explicitly put themself before 
others, the female target may have been perceived more negatively; and if they had 
explicitly been seen to put others before themselves, the female target may have been 
rated more positively.  Considering the wealth of research that suggests that women are 
more likely to be perceived negatively when they put themselves before others (e.g. 
Fine, 2009; Liff & Ward, 2001), future studies are needed to gain more understanding of 
how different (and more overt) expressions of ambition are perceived in men and 
women. 
It is problematic that the manipulations in this study may not have been strong 
enough to exhibit individualism and collectivism, as I have defined it.  It seems that 
while I did manipulate something, which affected perceptions of morality and suitability 
to lead, I did not explicitly manipulate collectivism and individualism.  Clearly, this is an 
area that needs more attention before any conclusions surrounding collective and 
individualistic ambition in men and women can be made.  Future studies should 
attempt stronger manipulations, in order to find out whether there is truly no difference 
in perceptions of warmth, communality and positive characteristics of people with 
collective or individualistic ambition.  Specifically, emphasising overtly selfish or overtly 
selfless acts may be a way to further uncover whether this difference exists, and whether 
these acts would be likely to be viewed differently in men and women.!!
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CHAPTER 7 
GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  
 
In reviewing the literature surrounding women in the workplace, it seemed clear 
that ambition, as a construct that was similar to agency and leadership, would be viewed 
negatively in women, more so than men.  This would particularly be the case if the 
ambition were combined with explicitly agentic traits and behaviours, or individualistic 
goals.  However, contrary to these expectations, four experimental studies indicated that 
there was no difference between the ways ambition was perceived in men and women, 
no matter how the ambition was presented.  The same penalties and benefits were given 
to male and female targets equally.  This is surprising, particularly given the qualitative 
findings from Study 1, which suggests that ambition is seen to come at a cost to what is 
expected of women, and needs to be ameliorated with other communal or collective 
presentations.  In this chapter, I will propose some possible explanations for these 
contradictions, and suggest ways that these studies can be improved upon in the future, 
in order to gain a more comprehensive understanding of how ambition is understood in 
men and women.  
What is perhaps most striking about the series of findings in this thesis is that 
while communality consistently boosted perceptions of warmth for men and women, it 
did not come at a cost to competence.  Past studies have widely shown that while 
communal women may be seen as more warm and likable, this can lead to perceptions 
that they are not agentic or able enough to carry out the required tasks of agentic roles, 
such as leadership (e.g. Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eckes, 2002).  There seems to often be a 
trade-off for women in the workplace, where they are either seen as competent or 
warm, where one comes at a cost to the other (Glick et al, 1997; Fiske et al, 1999).  
However, this was consistently not the case throughout my research; communality 
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boosted warmth without a hit to competence, where both male and female targets were 
often viewed as warm and competent at the same time.  This may indicate particular 
contexts where men and women can be communal and warm, and remain competent at 
the same time. This set of findings in particular should be the focus of future research, 
in understanding the optimal personas that men and women can adopt to be perceived 
the most positively in the workplace, as both warm and competent at the same time. 
Perceptions of ambition in men and women 
In Studies 1 and 2, I used two different approaches to assess how ambition was 
perceived in women and men.  In Study 2, participants perceived ambition similarly in 
women and men.  Ambition was perceived as negative but useful no matter what 
gender the character was.  However in Study 1, qualitative analysis of a real world 
ambitious woman, Julia Gillard, suggested that ambition can be perceived as coming at 
a cost to communality and femininity.  Conversely, positive presentations of Julia 
Gillard made clear the communal behaviours she enacted in pursuing her ambition, and 
the collective and group focused nature of those ambitions.  When Gillard’s ambition 
wasn’t presented alongside these communal presentations, her ambition was 
constructed particularly negatively.  Why, then, were ambitious women in Study 2, who 
were presented as ambitious alone, not penalized in the same way?  Why was ambition 
perceived similarly in men and women, when my qualitative findings suggest that 
without amelioration, ambition is seen to challenge what people expect of women?  I 
offer several potential explanations for these contradictions in findings, in an attempt to 
understand the inconsistent results found in this thesis. 
It is worth noting that the types of ambition being presented in Studies 1 and 2 
were markedly different.  In Study 2, ambition was presented neutrally, if not relatively 
positively. Targets wanted to progress within their company because they were 
passionate about their work.  This ambition may either have been perceived as positive, 
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or as ambiguous, where it was unclear as to whether the target was selfishly ambitious 
or communally/collectively ambitious.  As discussed in Chapter 6, ambition can be 
assumed to have different motivations when it is presented ambiguously (see Larimer et 
al, 2007).   This ambiguity may have allowed the ambition of the male and female 
targets to be interpreted in different ways, as not necessarily conflicting with gendered 
expectations.   Meanwhile, in Study 1, Julia Gillard’s ambition was, when presented 
negatively, seen to be the cause behind her ‘brutal’ overtaking of her predecessor.  Her 
ambition came at a cost to someone else, and was achieved through some ruthless-
agentic behaviours, compared to a more ambiguous ambition presented in Study 2.  
Thus it may be that a more negative ambition, that explicitly comes at a cost to 
someone else, may cause more of a differentiation between men and women, in how 
their ambition is perceived. While any ambition is seen more negatively than 
contentment, ambition that is linked to ruthless-agentic behaviours is likely to be 
viewed even more negatively in women. 
Another potential explanation for these inconsistent findings is that the contexts 
of workplaces and politics are different.  Firstly, political and organisational leaders 
differ in what they are expected to do, and secondly, they differ in who their audiences 
are.  In terms of what leaders are expected to do, political leaders must represent, while 
organisational leaders must accomplish a task.  Meanwhile, as the public elects 
politicians, it is the public whose opinions are important; while for leaders within the 
workplace, their main audience is their colleagues and bosses.  For these reasons, it may 
be that in politics, more so than workplaces, politicians are expected to be 
‘representative’ of their gender, where the public regards their female politicians’ 
representation of women as most important.  For organisational leaders, they must be 
agentic and competent enough to carry out the task at hand to impress those around 
them, and thus it might be more accepted that women in the workplace are agentic.  In 
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terms of ambition, this would mean that while ambition comes at a cost to what is 
expected of a woman within a political arena, ambition would be expected of a potential 
female leader in the workplace arena.  Although this explanation fits with my data, it 
does not necessarily fit with past research surrounding agency and women in the 
workplace, where agency is often seen negatively in women who lead organisations (e.g. 
Eagly & Karau, 2002).  While it may be the case that ambition is perceived differently to 
other agentic traits, it is more likely that there is an alternative explanation for this 
discrepancy in findings.  This explanation does, however, shed light on another possible 
avenue of research within ambition and leadership, in investigating whether female 
leaders are held to different standards depending on what kind of leader they are.  To 
my knowledge, though much research has looked at leadership in organisations (e.g. 
Deuhr & Bono, 2006; Ryan, et al, 2011; Sczesny, 2003; Sczesny et al, 2004) and in 
political contexts (e.g. Larimer et al, 2007; Okimoto & Brescoll, 2010), I know of none 
that compares perceptions of leaders, or ambition, across these arenas. 
Another explanation for the discrepancies between findings in Studies 1 and 2 
could be that ambition and leadership are perceived differently.  That is, it may be 
acceptable for women to be ambitious, but once they actually achieve leadership 
positions, such as Gillard did, this is when women are perceived negatively.  Although it 
is acceptable for women to want to be leaders, when they actually become leaders, they 
are perceived negatively, and their ambitious pasts may be painted to be far more 
negative than before they came to that leadership position.  This may also explain the 
lack of gender differences on the suitability to leadership scale in Studies 4 and 5; while 
men and women may be seen as equally suited to lead, differences may arise when these 
men and women actually achieve leadership positions.  In other words, the idea of 
women in leadership is acceptable, but actually seeing women in leadership is perceived 
differently.  This could be seen as reflected in polls that find that men are preferred over 
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women as bosses (e.g. Newport, 2011).  While people can make global claims about 
desiring equality in leadership, specific female leaders may be criticized without the 
critic risking accusations of sexism.  This is a potential area for future research, in 
understanding the differences between specific and generalized negativity towards 
ambitious women, and whether ambition and the desire for leadership is widely seen as 
more acceptable in women than in women have achieved leadership positions. 
Although the discrepancies between these studies indicate that additional 
research is needed before we can fully understand how ambition is perceived in men 
and women, one clear conclusion can be made: ambition is perceived more negatively 
than contentment with one’s position.  While this is not a new idea (e.g. Champy & 
Nohria, 2000), it is useful in providing empirical evidence that people prefer someone 
who is content over someone who is ambitious, even when that ambition is presented 
ambiguously.  People seem to remain suspicious of ambition even in this more positive 
context, and even when they also believe that ambition is more likely to lead to positive 
future consequences.  In understanding the potentially negative perceptions of 
ambition, it was important to test how one might overcome these perceptions, which 
was undertaken in the final 3 studies in this thesis. 
Ameliorating ambition 
The research conducted in Studies 3, 4 and 5 gives clear support for the notion 
that negative perceptions of ambition can be ameliorated.  In Study 3, a baseline 
condition was included so a clear comparison could be made between ambition as 
presented in Study 2, and ambition when combined with additional characteristics.  It 
was found that when ambition was presented alongside communal traits, ambition was 
perceived most positively, indicating that having communal traits allows the most 
positive perceptions of an ambitious person.  Targets presenting communal traits 
alongside ambition were perceived similarly to the targets in the androgynous condition 
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(who held both communal and agentic traits), suggesting that presentations of ambition 
alongside communality are perceived as androgynous, and allow perceptions of 
competence, warmth and morality.  In Studies 4 and 5, when communal behaviours 
were presented alongside ambition, and when ambition was presented as being for the 
good of the company, these were seen to ameliorate less of these negative perceptions.  
Overall, it seems that stable communal traits are more influential than context 
dependent behaviours or motivations for the good of the company in ameliorating 
negative perceptions of the ambitious person.  
Perhaps most importantly, while communal traits, and to a lesser extent 
communal behaviours, boosted perceptions of warmth, this communality did not come 
at a cost to competence.  Ostensibly stable traits of helpfulness and kindness can boost 
perceptions of warmth and morality, while not coming at a cost to competence.  It is 
important to note, though, that this may be a delicate balance, as it requires a 
presentation of stable communal traits, rather than context dependent behaviours or 
motivations.  More research is needed to understand the exact parameters of what will 
affect this balance, and how this will affect perceptions of warmth and morality in 
ambitious men and women.  
When looking at how these traits, behaviours and goals were seen in men and 
women, however, no differences were found in how men and women were seen when 
exhibiting communality, or when their motivations were for the good of the company.  
Women and men were equally rewarded for being communal, and equally penalised for 
being ambitious or agentic.  Similarly, neither men nor women received a cost to 
perceptions of competence when they were presented as being communal.  This was 
unexpected, as research looking at androgyny suggests that while androgyny may benefit 
both men and women, women would be more likely to be penalized for not exhibiting 
this balance, and being seen as too agentic or individualistic (Okimoto & Brescoll, 
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2010); and research would also suggest communal men and women may be seen as less 
competent (e.g. Cuddy et al, 2004; Fiske et al, 2002).  Again, this raises questions about 
why the studies in the current thesis do not support the abundant research in past 
literature.  Here, I propose several explanations as to why this is the case.  In this 
section, most of these explanations are focused upon the construction of the 
manipulations. 
Similar to the past section, it may be that the description of the ambitious 
character was too positive to cause any more penalties for the woman than for the man.  
Even when the ambition was for the self, and when the behaviours or traits were 
agentic in nature, they were still expressed by a target who was passionate about their 
job.  This, along with the neutrality of the rest of the scenario, could allow a neutral, or 
even positive, perception of the character.  If the ambition had been presented more 
negatively, this may have caused more penalties for all targets, but specifically, even 
more penalties for the female targets.  Furthermore, the manipulations themselves 
represented relatively positive, or neutral, representations of ambition for the self, and 
positive representations of agency, where the agentic traits and behaviours were task-
agentic rather than ruthless-agentic, and the motivations were presented as a focus on 
one’s career, rather than putting the self before others.  I will discuss each of these in 
turn. 
In Study 3, manipulating the traits presented alongside ambition affected 
perceptions of men and women in the same way.  This may be because the traits used 
were task-agentic, rather than the more negatively perceived ruthless-agentic 
characteristics.  If the characteristics had been more dominant, ruthless and aggressive, 
while generally being viewed more negatively, perhaps these traits would have been 
viewed more negatively in women than men.  What this does suggest, however, is that if 
agentic traits are ostensibly task focused rather than aggressive, then women will not 
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necessarily receive any more penalties than men.  This allows an emphasis on the points 
made in Chapter 2, that while men and women will both be perceived more positively 
for being task-agentic than for being ruthless-agentic, women will be perceived even 
more negatively than for being ruthless-agentic, and thus being task-agentic allows for 
more positive perceptions, and potentially less costs to warmth.  Indeed, from these 
findings, it seems that task-agency is viewed similarly in men and women, and that task-
agency, when combined with active-communality, may indeed allow for ambitious men 
and women to be perceived as equally warm and competent.  
The scenario used in Study 4, while an attempt to make agency more explicit 
through a specific context, may still have been too abstract for participants to be able to 
relate to.  It is important to note, though, that scenarios such as this are often used 
within such research, and have found significant gender differences when looking at 
perceptions of women in the workplace (e.g. Cuddy et al, 2004).  Research using 
scenarios can be useful in allowing more control of the variables manipulated, yet it is 
still important to identify the limitations in specific scenarios in order to improve future 
research which employs the same methodology.  The manipulations used in Study 4, 
while using more specific behaviours that the male and female targets were enacting, 
may have been too abstract for participants, in that it involved targets that had no 
connection to the participants themselves.  The ambitious target in the story was clearly 
separate from participants’ own experiences, and thus had no affect on participants or 
their personal jobs or roles.  It is possible that participants would rate women more 
negatively than men if the behaviours they carried out were more likely to affect them 
personally. Future studies could use scenarios that are more specific to the participants 
themselves, where the scenarios are focused on their specific workplaces, in order to 
further untangle whether all task-agentic behaviours are perceived similarly in men and 
women.   Perhaps the ambitious behaviour of women would be interpreted more 
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negatively when their behaviours can be seen to affect the participant directly, and in a 
more local context, comes at a cost to what is expected of women.   
It seems likely, from the pattern of findings in Study 5, that the manipulations 
were not specifically representing collective and individualistic ambition as they have 
been defined throughout this thesis.  This would explain not only the lack of 
interactions, but also the lack of main effects in this study.  The intended manipulations 
in this study can be seen as more explicit than the manipulations in the earlier studies; in 
Study 2, ambition was ambiguous, if not slightly positive; and in Studies 3 and 4, agentic 
traits and behaviours were task-agentic.  In Study 5, the intent was to present ambition 
as simply selfish or selfless; where selfishness would come at more of a cost to the 
selflessness expected of women than task-agency would.  However, this was not found, 
and women received no more costs than men.  If clearer manipulations of selfishness 
and selflessness were conducted in the future, then based on past research (e.g. Flynn, 
2003), I would still expect that women would be more likely to be penalised for 
selfishness than men.  Although task-agency may not come at a cost to the relationship-
oriented expectations of women, individualism and putting the self before others does; 
while task-agency may be seen as more acceptable in women, and this may be 
supported by future research, I suspect that the same wouldn’t apply to individualistic 
motivations. 
An overall explanation that may be given for the lack of interactions found in 
this thesis was the abstract nature of the scenarios.  All scenarios were quite short, and 
even in the behaviours study, did not give much information about the target.  
Particularly, this may have affected perceptions of gender because participants may be 
less likely to judge an abstract character, or women in general, but may be far more 
likely to penalize a woman in their day to day lives if that woman’s actions affect them.  
That is, while the agentic characteristics and individualistic goals in this series of studies 
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were not explicitly coming at a cost to anyone else, they may be perceived in this way in 
real world situations (see Liff & Ward, 2001).  If this is the case, then perhaps future 
research needs to focus more on specific individuals that have some interaction with the 
participant, where the actions of the character may have an effect on them.  I provide 
some suggestions for avenues of future research in the following section. 
Limitations and future research 
The overarching lack of interactions found for the experimental studies of this 
thesis may suggest some limitations in manipulations.  The manipulations themselves 
are quite abstract, and don’t allow for much of an understanding of the target.  Some 
participants pointed this out after filling out the questionnaire, stating they didn’t feel 
comfortable rating a person on many of the characteristics when knowing so little about 
them.  Obviously, more information would be more useful to participants, and yet less 
information is often easier for researchers as it limits the possible alternative 
explanations for findings.  In my research, having a short paragraph allowed a simpler 
critique of its construction, looking at the paragraph sentence by sentence, and assessing 
which parts may have contributed to a lack of differences between women and men.  
Following this critique, it seems that the presentations of the ambitious targets, as 
passionate about their jobs, may have been seen quite positively by participants, where 
the motivations behind the targets’ ambition was simply a love for their job.  Perhaps if 
the ambition was presented more ambiguously, or as explicitly status-seeking, this might 
be a situation where women are likely to be more penalized than men. 
There may also be an issue of sample that was problematic throughout all of 
these studies.  The majority of these studies used samples that were university students, 
and while this is a fairly common limitation in psychology research, it may be a 
particular problem for research that focuses on ambition.  It is possible that a university 
population is, on average, more ambitious than a more representative sample.  As these 
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university samples were made up mostly of female participants, these samples may be 
more likely to view ambitious females more positively than a representative sample.  In 
an attempt to overcome this problem, community sample data was also collected; 
however, as these community samples were a highly educated sample (approximately a 
third postgraduate, and almost half undergraduate), this is still a potentially ambitious, 
and not entirely representative sample.  As the community samples were made up of 
almost equal numbers of men and women, it did, however, allow for a comparison 
between male and female participants.  No differences were found, suggesting that men 
and women, at least in a highly educated population, view ambitious men and women 
equally.  It is telling, though, that in Study 2, participants without a university education 
were much more likely to perceive ambitious men and women in line with hypotheses, 
and viewed ambitious women and content men most negatively.  Although this is only 
preliminary, as the sample of non-university educated participants was so small, it 
highlights the need for research such as this to be conducted with wider samples.  
Samples that include more participants who are not university educated, or using 
specific samples from workplaces, would provide an opportunity to investigate the 
attitudes of a more generalizable sample.   In order to be able to assess how ambitious 
men and women might be seen in the workplace, we need to conduct research within 
the workplace.  
Future research should not only conduct research in real workplace settings, 
with working participants, but also attempt a more nuanced and realistic investigation of 
the phenomenon.  For example, asking participants about managers and colleagues that 
they have actually worked with, would allow for a more realistic representation of how 
men and women are viewed when they are ambitious.  Participants might be more likely 
to discuss their views openly about ambitious men and women if they feel they can 
justify it through actual events that have happened to them.  Additionally, participants 
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may be more likely to view ambitious people more negatively in real world situations, 
when they have to interact with them, rather than in an abstract context where the 
ambitions of another do not affect them.  Of course, research such as this is difficult, as 
it gives room for many confounds to complicate analyses of the data; however, it can be 
useful to follow up this kind of research with more controlled methods.  Experimental 
methods could involve contexts where participants experience some level of personal 
investment in the outcome of the experiment, allowing a test of whether ambition is 
perceived differently in these circumstances.  For research to represent the real world, 
experimental and controlled research needs to be combined with real world data.  These 
combinations of methods can allow an understanding of real world circumstances, 
alongside results that are generalizable to larger populations.  
Additionally, more qualitative research would help to capture the nuances of 
perceptions of ambitious people.  People may talk about ambition in particular ways, 
and justify perceptions through different avenues, that quantitative research simply 
cannot capture.  Interviews and focus groups could be conducted where participants are 
interviewed about an ambitious person they know, or managers they have worked for, 
and what they liked and disliked about them.  As well as giving a better understanding 
of the contexts where ambitious people are perceived positively and negatively, it would 
also give a greater understanding of how ambitious people might be talked about in 
particular, potentially gendered, ways.  It may be that people will be more likely to talk 
negatively about an ambitious woman, and how that ambition might come at a cost to 
expectations of femininity and communality, if they were able to justify it through 
discourse (for example, people might fill out a questionnaire that indicates they do not 
have racist beliefs, but still might make a comment such as ‘I’m not racist but…’; 
Verkuyten, 1998).  Past research has found that while people espouse egalitarian views, 
their discourse may be more likely to exhibit traditional views of women’s roles within 
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society (e.g. Wetherall, Stiven & Potter, 1987), and this may also be the case with 
perceptions of ambition.  Certainly, this was the case with the qualitative analysis of 
presentations of Julia Gillard’s ambition in Study 1.  Future studies should endeavour to 
analyse everyday speech, in understanding how ambition is understood and perceived in 
women and men. 
Despite the limitations of this line of research, it is still useful in providing a 
foundation by which to build upon.  These empirical studies, the first that I know of to 
test perceptions of ambitious targets systematically, give insights to future research that 
could and should be undertaken in order to fully understand the nuances of perceptions 
of a complex trait such as ambition.  The qualitative research in Study 1 indicates that 
there are many more nuances of ambition yet to be established, and this can be built 
upon further with more qualitative and quantitative research.  
Practical implications 
There are many practical implications of this research that can be applied to the 
every day work contexts of men and women.  Although ambitious women and men are 
seen to be more likely to be successful, they are also less liked, but these perceptions 
can be overcome by exhibiting active-communal and other-centred traits.  It may be 
best for ambitious men and women to describe themselves in both communal and 
agentic ways, both in their resumes, and to other people.  Although communal 
behaviours alone may not have large consequences, a consistent exhibition of 
communal behaviours alongside agentic behaviours can help display stable and 
consistent traits that are most likely to be perceived positively.  Additionally, it is 
important to note that in the communal traits study (Study 3), it was the target’s 
manager who described them as communal and/or agentic.  Having someone else 
describe a person in certain ways can obviously carry more weight than describing the 
self in that way, and can be more likely to demonstrate consistent and stable traits.  This 
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can mean that it is even more important that these traits are explicitly expressed, so this 
is the way that others will describe you.  Interestingly, some research suggests that job 
applicants who are described communally (which is more often women than men) are 
less likely to be hired than applicants who are described as agentic (Madera et al, 2009).  
It would seem from these findings that communal descriptions might be more harmful 
than beneficial; yet my research complicates these findings, as it implies that 
descriptions of communality produces various benefits without much cost.  This is an 
interesting contrast in findings, and suggests it is not a simple case of the presence or 
absence of communality that affects judgements and subsequent decisions; but suggests 
that the context in which these judgements and decisions are made can be just as 
important. More data is still needed in order to fully understand the implications of 
particular descriptions of ambitious men and women, and how this can affect the 
judgements and subsequent decisions that can affect their career progression. It may be 
that a particular assemblage of communal and agentic traits would be required for 
ambitious men and women to be seen as both warm and competent, and this could 
have far reaching implications for men and women in the workplace. 
There also seem to be some consequences for women, more so than men, for 
having ambition, and this is best illustrated in Study 1, when looking at constructions of 
Julia Gillard.  Being ambitious, and acting in ways that put the self before others, can be 
seen as particularly ruthless and immoral, and most importantly, as distinctively un-
feminine.  Acting in ways that serve the self, to achieve ambitions, seemed to come at a 
cost specifically to communal expectations of a woman, more so than to moral 
expectations of people generally.  It seems that we cannot yet assume that ambitious 
men and women will be perceived in the same way, and thus ambitious women must 
consider this when entering the workforce, more so than men.  
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A potential explanation I gave for the discrepancy between the experimental 
and qualitative findings of this thesis was that ambition may be accepted in women 
generally, but interpreted more negatively when women actually reach leadership 
positions.  Interpreting and representing the ambition of the female leader, and 
presenting her ascension as being facilitated by particularly negative and un-feminine 
behaviours, can seriously undermine the newly appointed female leader.  Of course, 
considering that women are more likely to be appointed to glass cliff positions (Ryan & 
Haslam, 2005), they are also likely to be blamed for a company that was already failing.  
Thus it seems that negative interpretations of their ambition may be even more likely to 
facilitate negative perceptions of their abilities to be an effective leader.  
If we were to take at face value that ambition is perceived the same way in men 
and women, as found in my experimental studies, this may still cause more problems 
for women than for men within the workplace.  Perceptions of warmth in women are 
important to others, as when women are seen as less warm or likable, this can affect the 
hiring and promotion choices that are made about them, more so than men who are 
seen the same way (Phelan et al, 2008; Rudman & Glick, 1999).  When making these 
hiring decisions, the social element of a position is more important for women than for 
men - an extra requirement that they must meet.  This means that if men and women 
are both seen as less warm because of their ambition, then this might affect whether a 
woman is chosen for a job, while it will have no effect on the man, who is more likely 
to be purely judged on his agency and competence alone.  Additionally, being seen as 
warm and likable may be something that is particularly valued by women (Sandberg, 
2013).  This means that for women, if ambition comes at a cost to others’ perceptions 
of how warm they are, women are more likely to be affected by this than men are.  
Women’s choices in whether they continue to pursue their ambition may thus be more 
hinged on the perceptions others have of them, than the choices that men might make.  
! 156!
Overall, it seems that even if women are detrimented at the same rates as men for being 
ambitious, being seen as less warm is more likely to affect the barriers that women face 
in the workplace, and the choices that women make, more so than men who are 
perceived in the same way. 
In thinking about the extra expectations placed on politicians, over and above 
other female leaders, in having higher expectations of being representative of the 
‘common’ woman, these implications may bear even more weight on female politicians.   
When ambition is seen as so important to politicians (Huddy & Capelos, 2002), even if 
men and women’s ambition is equally viewed as less warm, this lack of warmth may be 
much more likely to affect who parties choose to represent certain areas (where women 
are much more likely to win preselection for risky seats; Ryan at al, 2010).  Indeed, this 
seems to be the case with representations of Julia Gillard, where, when perceived 
negatively, her ambitious behaviours were explicitly explained to come at a cost to what 
‘a lot of people, including many women’ expected from Australia’s first female prime 
minister (see p43, Chapter 3).  It seems that for female politicians, even more work has 
to be done to ameliorate the negative perceptions that ambition may cause when one 
holds such a public profile.  So while it is useful for all women to combine their 
ambition with communal behaviours, this strategy may be particularly necessary for 
female politicians in order to be perceived positively.  
Broad implications 
As well as discussing the practical implications of this research, and how it can 
be applied to the lives of ambitious women and men, it is also important to address the 
broader implications, for perceptions of gender within wider society.  In encouraging 
ambitious women to adopt communal traits and behaviours within the workplace, it is 
important to acknowledge that this maintains gendered expectations of women.  At a 
societal level, the conformity to these descriptive gender norms, in utilizing these 
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communal/collective strategies, can lead to the maintenance of prescriptive norms 
where female leaders ‘should’ be communal.  These associations need to be actively and 
openly battled in order to change perceptions towards specific women, but also women 
in general.  Although these strategies may be helpful to specific women, they may be 
detrimental to perceptions of women in general, and lead to further entrenchment of 
social stereotypes that naturalise and justify differences in the status of men and women. 
As discussed in Chapter 2, although communal characteristics may be useful, 
particularly for women, these characteristics are much more likely to lead them to risky 
leadership positions, as noted in the development of glass cliff phenomenon (Ryan & 
Haslam, 2005).  While this is obviously a problem for the individual woman, in 
impeding any further career progression, the dominance of women in risky leadership 
positions can be seen to maintain stereotypes of women.  When women are more likely 
to lead companies that are failing, this can reinforce stereotypes that women are 
ineffective leaders.  This means that public downfalls of ambitious women and women 
leaders can possibly reinforce stereotypes about the appropriate roles of women. 
It is important to note that while men are still seen as more suited to leadership 
positions, these perceptions are slowly starting to change.  Studies have found that 
when the roles of women are perceived to change (i.e. when women are seen to be 
valued in society more for their contributions in the workplace rather than the home), 
the incongruence between women and leaders decreases (Bosak & Sczesny, 2011; 
Diekman & Eagly, 2000; Diekman & Goodfriend, 2006)2.  As women’s roles continue 
to change over time, this should have an effect on the perceptions of role incongruence 
between women and leaders (Bosak & Sczesny, 2010; Diekman & Goodfriend, 2006).  
Importantly, these findings stress the importance of women presenting themselves as 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!2This has largely been found to be due to changes in perceptions of women’s roles, rather than changes 
in perceptions of leader roles (Bosak & Sczesny, 2011).!
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androgynous, rather than communal alone.  Placing importance on both agency and 
communality, in both men and women, can, over time, change perceptions of the 
specific traits that are more valued in men and women.  If the changing roles of women 
are what are needed to reduce role incongruity, and increase the numbers of women 
who hold (successful!) leadership positions, then women need to be seen in a wider 
variety of leadership positions, as well as being appreciated for both their communal and 
their agentic traits.   
Conclusions 
In either case, it seems important for women and men to ameliorate the 
negative perceptions of their ambition.  Although communal behaviours and collective 
goals can give some benefits, it seems that communal traits are the most effective way 
to boost perceptions of warmth.  For the ambitious person, as well as being focused on 
the task at hand, it is important to at the same time be kind and helpful to those around 
them. 
It may seem like a common sense message that I am concluding with here: be 
nicer to people, and you will do better in life.  But much research points out that being 
‘nice’ to people in the workplace can lead to detriments to perceptions of competence 
(e.g. Cuddy et al, 2007; Eagly & Karau, 2002).  I propose that while this can at times be 
the case, being nice to people doesn’t always come at a cost to competence – that if one 
remains openly ambitious but kind and helpful at the same time, that this will lead to 
optimal benefits and the most likely progression throughout their career. 
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APPENDIX A 
STUDY 2: SOCIAL JUDGEMENTS QUESTIONNAIRE 
*Note :  this  i s  a paper representat ion o f  an onl ine quest ionnaire* 
Information Page 
 
Hi, my name is Lauren Hall and I am currently doing my PhD in Social Psychology at 
Murdoch University, under the supervision of Dr Ngaire Donaghue. 
 
This questionnaire is aimed at investigating the underlying attitudes towards workplace 
behaviour and interpersonal relations. More specifically, we are interested in the way 
people view certain attributes in others. 
 
This questionnaire asks hypothetical questions about a case study based in the 
workplace. It is not necessary for you to be working, or have certain aspirations to 
work, to fill out this questionnaire. 
 
You can participate in this study by completing a questionnaire that will take up to 15 
minutes to complete. On behalf of myself and my supervisor, I sincerely thank you for 
your time and contribution, it is greatly appreciated! 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time 
without discrimination or prejudice. You are also not required to provide any 
identifying information, so your contribution will be entirely confidential. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me at 
L.Hall@murdoch.edu.au. Alternatively you can contact my supervisor, Dr Ngaire 
Donaghue at N.Donaghue@murdoch.edu.au. Once the study has been completed, a 
summary of our findings will be posted on the Murdoch School of Psychology website 
(http://www.psychology.murdoch.edu.au/researchresults/research_results.html ) by 
May 2nd, 2013. 
 
This study has been approved by the Murdoch University Human Research Ethics 
Committee (Approval 2010/153). If you have any reservation or complaint about the 
ethical conduct of this research, and wish to talk with an independent person, you may 
contact Murdoch University's Research Ethics Office (Tel. 08 3960 6677 or e-mail 
ethics@murdoch.edu.au). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and 
investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 
Consent Form    
   
 I have read the information above about the nature and scope of this survey. 
 
Any questions I have about the research process have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
I agree to take part in this research. 
 
By submitting the survey I give my consent for the results to be used in the research. 
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I am aware that this survey is anonymous and no personal identification details are 
being collected or used in the research. 
 
I know that I may change my mind and withdraw my consent to participate at any time; 
and I acknowledge that once my survey has been submitted it may not be possible to 
withdraw my data. 
 
I understand that all information provided is treated as confidential by the researchers 
and will not be released to a third party unless required to do so by law. 
 
I understand that the findings of this study may be published and that no information 
which can specifically identify me will be published. 
    
1. If you are happy to participate in this study, please check the box below. If you 
do not wish to participate, please click "cancel".* 
   
 ☐ I agree to these terms of consent. 
 
Demographics 
 
2. Sex 
☐ Male  ☐ Female 
 
3. Age: ___________ 
 
4. Country of residence: ___________ 
 
5. Country of birth: ____________ 
 
6. Ethnicity: _______________ 
 
7. Are you currently studying at university? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
 
8. If yes, what are you studying? _____________ 
 
9. Highest level of education: _________________ 
 
10. Do you have children? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
 
11. Total household income (optional): ________________ 
 
Sarah 
 
Please read the following case study then answer the subsequent questions. The same 
case will appear at the top of every page, followed by subsequent questions. 
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Sarah is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been 
working in her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by 
the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. She claims that she is very passionate about her 
work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
12. What characteristics do you think best describe Michelle? 
________________________________________________ 
 
Sarah 
 
Sarah is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been 
working in her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by 
the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. She claims that she is very passionate about her 
work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Please rate the following traits according to how characteristic you think they are of 
Sarah. If you think the traits are not at all relevant, please check the 'neutral' box in the 
centre of the scale. 
 
13. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Sarah? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
             
Clever 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Healthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Selfish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cowardly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bitter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Loyal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Efficient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoying 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tolerant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Immoral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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14. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Sarah? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
              
Smart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Careless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cynical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Skillful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forgetful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good natured 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Snobbish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bossy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Capable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Moral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Deceitful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
Sarah 
 
Sarah is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been 
working in her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by 
the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. She claims that she is very passionate about her 
work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
15. How do you think the actions exhibited by Sarah now will affect her in 20 years 
time? 
_____________________________ 
 
16. In 20 years time, how likely do you think it is that Sarah will experience? 
 Not at all  
likely 
↓ 
  Neither likely    
   nor unlikely 
            
Very 
likely 
  
Prestige 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Regret 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Social disapproval 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Success 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Disappointment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Malcontent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Self actualisation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Social support 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Status 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Feeling of achieving life goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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General perceptions 
 
Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with 
each statement using the scale below: 
 
19. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless 
he has the love of a woman. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
20. Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor 
them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality." 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
21. In a disaster, women ought to be rescued before men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
22. Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
23. Women are too easily offended. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
24. People are not truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a 
member of the other sex. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
25. Feminists are seeking for women to have more power than men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
26. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
27. Women should be cherished and protected by men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
28. Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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29. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
30. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
31. Men are incomplete without women. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
32. Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
33. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight 
leash. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
34. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 
discriminated against. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
35. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
36. Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then 
refusing male advances. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
37. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
38. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide 
financially for the women in their lives. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
39. Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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40. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and 
good taste. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
 
Additional comments 
 
Do you have any additional comments? 
____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX B 
STUDY 3: TRAITS QUESTIONNAIRE 
*Note :  this  i s  a paper representat ion o f  an onl ine quest ionnaire* 
Information Page 
 
Hi, my name is Lauren Hall and I am currently doing my PhD in Social Psychology at 
Murdoch University, under the supervision of Dr Ngaire Donaghue. 
 
This questionnaire is aimed at investigating the underlying attitudes towards workplace 
behaviour and interpersonal relations. More specifically, we are interested in the way 
people view certain attributes in others. 
 
This questionnaire asks hypothetical questions about a case study based in the 
workplace. It is not necessary for you to be working, or have certain aspirations to 
work, to fill out this questionnaire. 
 
You can participate in this study by completing a questionnaire that will take up to 15 
minutes to complete. On behalf of myself and my supervisor, I sincerely thank you for 
your time and contribution, it is greatly appreciated! 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time 
without discrimination or prejudice. You are also not required to provide any 
identifying information, so your contribution will be entirely confidential. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me at 
L.Hall@murdoch.edu.au. Alternatively you can contact my supervisor, Dr Ngaire 
Donaghue at N.Donaghue@murdoch.edu.au. Once the study has been completed, a 
summary of our findings will be posted on the Murdoch School of Psychology website 
(http://www.psychology.murdoch.edu.au/researchresults/research_results.html ) by 
May 2nd, 2013. 
 
This study has been approved by the Murdoch University Human Research Ethics 
Committee (Approval 2010/153). If you have any reservation or complaint about the 
ethical conduct of this research, and wish to talk with an independent person, you may 
contact Murdoch University's Research Ethics Office (Tel. 08 3960 6677 or e-mail 
ethics@murdoch.edu.au). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and 
investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 
 
Consent Form    
   
 I have read the information above about the nature and scope of this survey. 
 
Any questions I have about the research process have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
I agree to take part in this research. 
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By submitting the survey I give my consent for the results to be used in the research. 
 
I am aware that this survey is anonymous and no personal identification details are 
being collected or used in the research. 
 
I know that I may change my mind and withdraw my consent to participate at any time; 
and I acknowledge that once my survey has been submitted it may not be possible to 
withdraw my data. 
 
I understand that all information provided is treated as confidential by the researchers 
and will not be released to a third party unless required to do so by law. 
 
I understand that the findings of this study may be published and that no information 
which can specifically identify me will be published. 
    
1. If you are happy to participate in this study, please check the box below. If you 
do not wish to participate, please click "cancel".* 
   
 ☐ I agree to these terms of consent. 
 
Demographics 
 
2. Sex 
☐ Male  ☐ Female 
 
3. Age: ___________ 
 
4. Country of residence: ___________ 
 
5. Country of birth: ____________ 
 
6. Ethinicity: _______________ 
 
7. Are you currently studying at university? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
8. If yes, what are you studying? _____________ 
 
9. Highest level of education: 
☐ Some high school 
☐ Graduated high school 
☐ Some university/tafe 
☐ Currently attending university (undergraduate)/Tafe 
☐ Undergraduate degree/Tafe diploma 
☐ Currently attending university (postgraduate) 
☐ Postgraduate degree 
☐ Other, please specify: _______________ 
 
10. Do you have children? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
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11. If no, do you plan to have children in the future? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
 
12. Total household income (optional): ________________ 
 
Michelle 
 
Please read the following case study then answer the subsequent questions. The same 
case will appear at the top of every page, followed by subsequent questions. 
 
Michelle is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been 
working in her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by 
the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. Her manager describes her as assertive, self-
confident, analytical, responsible, reliable and punctual. Michelle claims that she is very 
passionate about her work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
13. What characteristics do you think best describe Michelle? 
________________________________________________ 
 
Michelle 
 
Michelle is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been 
working in her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by 
the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. Her manager describes her as assertive, self-
confident, analytical, responsible, reliable and punctual. Michelle claims that she is very 
passionate about her work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Please rate the following traits according to how characteristic you think they are of 
Michelle. If you think the traits are not at all relevant, please check the 'neutral' box in 
the centre of the scale. 
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14. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Michelle? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
           
Clever 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Healthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Selfish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cowardly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bitter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Loyal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Efficient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoying 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tolerant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Immoral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
15. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Michelle? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
           
Smart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Careless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cynical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Skillful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forgetful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good natured 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Snobbish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bossy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Capable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Moral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Deceitful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Michelle 
 
Michelle is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. She’s been 
working in her current field for six years. She aims to become senior management by 
the time she turns 40. She describes herself as very ambitious, where she wishes to 
progress beyond her current position. Her manager describes her as assertive, self-
confident, analytical, responsible, reliable and punctual. Michelle claims that she is very 
passionate about her work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Please rate the following traits according to how characteristic you think they are of 
Michelle. If you think the traits are not at all relevant, please check the 'neutral' box in 
the centre of the scale. 
 
16. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Michelle? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
          
Aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Ambitious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Analytical ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aware of the feelings of others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Creative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dominant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forceful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Kind 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Passive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Self-confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Submissive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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17. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Michelle? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
  
Attends to the needs of others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Compassionate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Considerate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Considers others’ ideas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cooperative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Decisive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Encouraging 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Energetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good listener 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inclusive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Industrious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inspiring 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
18. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Michelle? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
  
 
Neutral 
  
Very 
characteristic 
  
Intuitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Logical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Objective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Open-minded 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sense of purpose 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Shows appreciation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Skilled in business matters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Speedy recovery from emotional 
disturbances 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Supportive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tactful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Understanding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
 
 
 
! 189!
General perceptions 
 
Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with 
each statement using the scale below: 
 
19. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless 
he has the love of a woman. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
20. Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor 
them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality." 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
21. In a disaster, women ought to be rescued before men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
22. Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
23. Women are too easily offended. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
24. People are not truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a 
member of the other sex. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
25. Feminists are seeking for women to have more power than men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
26. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
27. Women should be cherished and protected by men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
28. Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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29. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
30. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
31. Men are incomplete without women. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
32. Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
33. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight 
leash. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
34. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 
discriminated against. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
35. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
36. Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then 
refusing male advances. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
37. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
38. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide 
financially for the women in their lives. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
39. Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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40. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and 
good taste. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
 
Additional comments 
 
Do you have any additional comments? 
____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX C 
STUDY 4: BEHAVIOURS QUESTIONNAIRE 
*Note :  this  i s  a paper representat ion o f  an onl ine quest ionnaire* 
Information Page 
 
Hi, my name is Lauren Hall and I am currently doing my PhD in Social Psychology at 
Murdoch University, under the supervision of Dr Ngaire Donaghue. 
 
This questionnaire is aimed at investigating the underlying attitudes towards workplace 
behaviour and interpersonal relations. More specifically, we are interested in the way 
people view certain attributes in others. 
 
This questionnaire asks hypothetical questions about a case study based in the 
workplace. It is not necessary for you to be working, or have certain aspirations to 
work, to fill out this questionnaire. 
 
You can participate in this study by completing a questionnaire that will take up to 15 
minutes to complete. On behalf of myself and my supervisor, I sincerely thank you for 
your time and contribution, it is greatly appreciated! 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time 
without discrimination or prejudice. You are also not required to provide any 
identifying information, so your contribution will be entirely confidential. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me at 
L.Hall@murdoch.edu.au. Alternatively you can contact my supervisor, Dr Ngaire 
Donaghue at N.Donaghue@murdoch.edu.au. Once the study has been completed, a 
summary of our findings will be posted on the Murdoch School of Psychology website 
(http://www.psychology.murdoch.edu.au/researchresults/research_results.html ) by 
May 2nd, 2013. 
 
This study has been approved by the Murdoch University Human Research Ethics 
Committee (Approval 2010/153). If you have any reservation or complaint about the 
ethical conduct of this research, and wish to talk with an independent person, you may 
contact Murdoch University's Research Ethics Office (Tel. 08 3960 6677 or e-mail 
ethics@murdoch.edu.au). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and 
investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 
 
Consent Form    
   
 I have read the information above about the nature and scope of this survey. 
 
Any questions I have about the research process have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
I agree to take part in this research. 
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By submitting the survey I give my consent for the results to be used in the research. 
 
I am aware that this survey is anonymous and no personal identification details are 
being collected or used in the research. 
 
I know that I may change my mind and withdraw my consent to participate at any time; 
and I acknowledge that once my survey has been submitted it may not be possible to 
withdraw my data. 
 
I understand that all information provided is treated as confidential by the researchers 
and will not be released to a third party unless required to do so by law. 
 
I understand that the findings of this study may be published and that no information 
which can specifically identify me will be published. 
    
1. If you are happy to participate in this study, please check the box below. If you 
do not wish to participate, please click "cancel".* 
   
 ☐ I agree to these terms of consent. 
 
Demographics 
 
2. Gender: _________________ 
 
3. Age: ___________ 
 
4. Country of residence: ___________ 
 
5. Country of birth: ____________ 
 
6. Ethinicity: _______________ 
 
7. Are you currently studying at university? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
 
8. If yes, what are you studying? _____________ 
 
9. Highest level of education: 
 
☐ Some high school 
☐ Graduated high school 
☐ Some university/tafe 
☐ Currently attending university (undergraduate)/Tafe 
☐ Undergraduate degree/Tafe diploma 
☐ Currently attending university (postgraduate) 
☐ Postgraduate degree 
☐ Other, please specify: _______________ 
 
10. Total household income (optional): ________________ 
 
 
! 194!
Greg 
 
Please read the following case study then answer the subsequent questions.  
 
The same case will appear at the top of every page. 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who has a master’s degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years, with two years in his current position. He aims to become 
senior management within the next five years. He describes himself as very ambitious, 
where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. He claims that he is very 
passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Greg’s division has recently been lauded by their manager for their productivity over the 
last quarter, and been told that one or more staff members would be promoted as a 
result. In order to heighten his chances of gaining a promotion, Greg has worked 
closely with his colleagues, being kind and helpful, and encouraging them, further 
improving productivity. His manager has told him that his actions have been noticed, 
and they will be taken into account in his application for promotion. 
 
11. What characteristics do you think best describe Greg? 
________________________________________________ 
 
Greg 
 
Please give your impressions of Greg in the scales below. If you are unsure of your 
answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who has a master’s degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years, with two years in his current position. He aims to become 
senior management within the next five years. He describes himself as very ambitious, 
where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. He claims that he is very 
passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Greg’s division has recently been lauded by their manager for their productivity over the 
last quarter, and been told that one or more staff members would be promoted as a 
result. In order to heighten his chances of gaining a promotion, Greg has worked 
closely with his colleagues, being kind and helpful, and encouraging them, further 
improving productivity. His manager has told him that his actions have been noticed, 
and they will be taken into account in his application for promotion. 
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12. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Greg? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
↓ 
 
Neutral 
↓ 
Very 
characteristic 
         ↓ 
Clever 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Healthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Selfish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cowardly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bitter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Loyal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Efficient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoying 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tolerant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Immoral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
13. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Greg? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
↓ 
 
Neutral 
↓ 
Very 
characteristic 
         ↓ 
Smart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Careless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cynical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Skillful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forgetful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good natured 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Snobbish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bossy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Capable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Moral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Deceitful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Greg 
 
Please give your impressions of Greg in the scales below. If you are unsure of your 
answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who has a master’s degree. He’s been working in his 
current field for six years, with two years in his current position. He aims to become 
senior management within the next five years. He describes himself as very ambitious, 
where he wishes to progress beyond his current position. He claims that he is very 
passionate about his work, and is eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
Greg’s division has recently been lauded by their manager for their productivity over the 
last quarter, and been told that one or more staff members would be promoted as a 
result. In order to heighten his chances of gaining a promotion, Greg has worked 
closely with his colleagues, being kind and helpful, and encouraging them, further 
improving productivity. His manager has told him that his actions have been noticed, 
and they will be taken into account in his application for promotion. 
 
14. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Greg? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
↓ 
 
Neutral 
↓ 
Very 
characteristic 
        ↓ 
Analytical ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Attends to the needs of others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Compassionate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Considerate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Decisive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good listener 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Inclusive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Industrious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Kind 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Logical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Objective 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Self confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Skilled in business matters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Supportive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Understanding 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Leadership positions 
 
Please indicate how suited you think Greg would be to a leadership position in the 
following companies. If you are unsure of your answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
How suited do you think Anne would be to be a leadership position in the following 
companies? 
 
15. A company that distributes and manufactures organic health and beauty products 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
16. A global company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
17. A company that encourages co operation 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
18. A company with a declining financial performance 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
19. A company that distributes high-tech building products  
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
20. A company that typically receives positive reviews 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
21. A small company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
22. A company with a steady financial performance 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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23. A company that was named by Forbes as one of the least reputable companies 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
Leadership positions 
 
Please indicate how suited you think Greg would be to a leadership position in the 
following companies. If you are unsure of your answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
How suited do you think Anne would be to be a leadership position in the following 
companies? 
 
24. A company that encourages competition 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
25. A company that typically receives negative reviews 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
26. A company that has a high percentage of return customers  
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
27. A family owned company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
28. A company that was named by Forbes as one of the worlds most reputable 
companies 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
 29. A company that has a low percentage of return customers 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
30. A large company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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31. A company with a steadily increasing financial performance 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
General perceptions 
 
Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with 
each statement using the scale below: 
 
19. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless 
he has the love of a woman. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
20. Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor 
them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality." 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
21. In a disaster, women ought to be rescued before men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
22. Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
23. Women are too easily offended. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
24. People are not truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a 
member of the other sex. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
25. Feminists are seeking for women to have more power than men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
26. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
27. Women should be cherished and protected by men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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28. Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
29. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
30. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
31. Men are incomplete without women. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
32. Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
33. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight 
leash. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
34. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 
discriminated against. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
35. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
36. Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then 
refusing male advances. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
37. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
38. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide 
financially for the women in their lives. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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39. Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
40. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and 
good taste. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
Additional comments 
 
Do you have any additional comments? 
____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX D 
STUDY 5: TYPE OF AMBITION QUESTIONNAIRE 
*Note :  this  i s  a paper representat ion o f  an onl ine quest ionnaire* 
Information Page 
 
Hi, my name is Lauren Hall and I am currently doing my PhD in Social Psychology at 
Murdoch University, under the supervision of Dr Ngaire Donaghue. 
 
This questionnaire is aimed at investigating the underlying attitudes towards workplace 
behaviour and interpersonal relations. More specifically, we are interested in the way 
people view certain attributes in others. 
 
This questionnaire asks hypothetical questions about a case study based in the 
workplace. It is not necessary for you to be working, or have certain aspirations to 
work, to fill out this questionnaire. 
 
You can participate in this study by completing a questionnaire that will take up to 15 
minutes to complete. On behalf of myself and my supervisor, I sincerely thank you for 
your time and contribution, it is greatly appreciated! 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time 
without discrimination or prejudice. You are also not required to provide any 
identifying information, so your contribution will be entirely confidential. 
 
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me at 
L.Hall@murdoch.edu.au. Alternatively you can contact my supervisor, Dr Ngaire 
Donaghue at N.Donaghue@murdoch.edu.au. Once the study has been completed, a 
summary of our findings will be posted on the Murdoch School of Psychology website 
(http://www.psychology.murdoch.edu.au/researchresults/research_results.html ) by 
May 2nd, 2013. 
 
This study has been approved by the Murdoch University Human Research Ethics 
Committee (Approval 2010/153). If you have any reservation or complaint about the 
ethical conduct of this research, and wish to talk with an independent person, you may 
contact Murdoch University's Research Ethics Office (Tel. 08 3960 6677 or e-mail 
ethics@murdoch.edu.au). Any issues you raise will be treated in confidence and 
investigated fully, and you will be informed of the outcome. 
 
 
Consent Form    
   
 I have read the information above about the nature and scope of this survey. 
 
Any questions I have about the research process have been answered to my satisfaction. 
 
I agree to take part in this research. 
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By submitting the survey I give my consent for the results to be used in the research. 
 
I am aware that this survey is anonymous and no personal identification details are 
being collected or used in the research. 
 
I know that I may change my mind and withdraw my consent to participate at any time; 
and I acknowledge that once my survey has been submitted it may not be possible to 
withdraw my data. 
 
I understand that all information provided is treated as confidential by the researchers 
and will not be released to a third party unless required to do so by law. 
 
I understand that the findings of this study may be published and that no information 
which can specifically identify me will be published. 
    
1. If you are happy to participate in this study, please check the box below. If you 
do not wish to participate, please click "cancel".* 
   
 ☐ I agree to these terms of consent. 
 
Demographics 
 
2. Sex 
☐ Male  ☐ Female 
 
3. Age: ___________ 
 
4. Country of residence: ___________ 
 
5. Country of birth: ____________ 
 
6. Ethinicity: _______________ 
 
7. Are you currently studying at university? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
8. If yes, what are you studying? _____________ 
 
9. Highest level of education: 
 
☐ Some high school 
☐ Graduated high school 
☐ Some university/tafe 
☐ Currently attending university (undergraduate)/Tafe 
☐ Undergraduate degree/Tafe diploma 
☐ Currently attending university (postgraduate) 
☐ Postgraduate degree 
☐ Other, please specify: _______________ 
 
10. Do you have children? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
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11. If no, do you plan to have children in the future? 
☐ Yes  ☐ No 
 
12. Total household income (optional): ________________ 
 
Greg 
 
Please read the following case study then answer the subsequent questions.  
 
The same case will appear at the top of every page. 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
13. What characteristics do you think best describe Greg? 
________________________________________________ 
 
Greg 
 
Please give your impressions of Greg in the scales below. If you are unsure of your 
answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
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14. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Greg? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
↓ 
 
Neutral 
↓ 
Very 
characteristic 
         ↓ 
Clever 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dishonest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Healthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Selfish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cowardly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Optimistic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bitter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Loyal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Gloomy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Efficient 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Annoying 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Tolerant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Immoral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
15. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Greg? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
↓ 
 
Neutral 
↓ 
Very 
characteristic 
         ↓ 
Smart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Harmful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Responsible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Careless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Pleasant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Organized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Cynical 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Skillful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forgetful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Good natured 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Snobbish 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sincere 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bossy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Capable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Moral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Deceitful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Greg 
 
Please give your impressions of Greg in the scales below. If you are unsure of your 
answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
 
16. How characteristic do you think the following traits are of Greg? 
 Not at all 
characteristic 
↓ 
 
Neutral 
↓ 
Very 
characteristic 
        ↓ 
Aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Ambitious 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Analytical ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Assertive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Aware of the feelings of others 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Creative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Dominant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Forceful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Kind 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Passive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Self-confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Submissive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Sympathetic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 
 
Leadership positions 
 
Please indicate how suited you think Greg would be to a leadership position in the 
following companies. If you are unsure of your answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
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How suited do you think Anne would be to be a leadership position in the following 
companies? 
 
17. A company that distributes and manufactures organic health and beauty products 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
18. A global company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
19. A company that encourages co operation 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
20. A company with a declining financial performance 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
21. A company that distributes high-tech building products 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
22. A company that typically receives positive reviews 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
23. A company with a steady financial performance 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
24. A company that was named by Forbes as one of the worlds least reputable 
companies 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
Leadership positions 
 
Please indicate how suited you think Greg would be to a leadership position in the 
following companies. If you are unsure of your answer, please select 4 (neutral). 
 
Greg is a 32 year old consultant who graduated with a Business degree. He’s been 
working in his current field for six years, and has reached a middle management 
position. He aims to become senior management by the time he turns 40. He describes 
himself as very ambitious, and thinks it is really important that people be ambitious for 
the good of their careers. He has several goals that he wishes to achieve for his career 
over the next 10 years. He describes himself as very passionate about his work, and is 
eager to begin advancing within the company. 
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How suited do you think Greg would be to be a leadership position in the following 
companies? 
 
25. A company that encourages competition 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
26. A company that typically receives negative reviews 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
27. A company that has a high percentage of return customers  
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
28. A family owned company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
29. A company that was named by Forbes as one of the worlds most reputable 
companies 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
30. A company that has a low percentage of return customers 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
31. A large company 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
32. A company with a steadily increasing financial performance 
Not at all suited                    Neutral                    Very suited 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
General perceptions 
 
Below is a series of statements concerning men and women and their relationships in 
contemporary society. Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with 
each statement using the scale below: 
 
19. No matter how accomplished he is, a man is not truly complete as a person unless 
he has the love of a woman. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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20. Many women are actually seeking special favors, such as hiring policies that favor 
them over men, under the guise of asking for "equality." 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
21. In a disaster, women ought to be rescued before men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
22. Most women interpret innocent remarks or acts as being sexist. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
23. Women are too easily offended. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
24. People are not truly happy in life without being romantically involved with a 
member of the other sex. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
25. Feminists are seeking for women to have more power than men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
26. Many women have a quality of purity that few men possess. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
27. Women should be cherished and protected by men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
28. Most women fail to appreciate fully all that men do for them. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
29. Women seek to gain power by getting control over men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
30. Every man ought to have a woman whom he adores. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
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31. Men are incomplete without women. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
32. Women exaggerate problems they have at work. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
33. Once a woman gets a man to commit to her, she usually tries to put him on a tight 
leash. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
34. When women lose to men in a fair competition, they typically complain about being 
discriminated against. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
35. A good woman should be set on a pedestal by her man. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
36. Many women get a kick out of teasing men by seeming sexually available and then 
refusing male advances. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
37. Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior moral sensibility. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
38. Men should be willing to sacrifice their own well-being in order to provide 
financially for the women in their lives. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
39. Feminists are making unreasonable demands of men. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
 
40. Women, as compared to men, tend to have a more refined sense of culture and 
good taste. 
Strongly disagree      Neither agree nor disagree         Strongly agree 
1     2    3          4  5  6  7 
Additional comments 
 
Do you have any additional comments? 
____________________________________
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APPENDIX E: STUDY 2, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM, 
BENEVOLENT SEXISM AND HOSTILE SEXISM AS CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 
 
Table E1. F scores for 3 way interactions between gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism (as a continuous variable); between gender, ambition and benevolent sexism (as a 
continuous variable) and between gender, ambition and hostile sexism (as a continuous variable) for all of the dependent variables in Study 2. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Interaction       
Gender x 
ambition x 
ambivalent 
sexism 
 
F(1, 210)=2.025, 
p=.111, ηр ²=.028 
F(1, 210)=2.30, 
p=.079, ηр²=.032 
F(1, 210)=2.24, 
p=.085, ηр²=.031 
F(1, 210)=1.04, 
p=.377, ηр²=.015 
F(1, 210)=1.90, 
p=.131, ηр²=.026 
F(1, 210)=1.256, 
p=.291, ηр²=.018 
Gender x 
ambition x 
benevolent 
sexism  
 
F(1, 210)=1.85, 
p=.139, ηр²=.026 
F(1, 210)=1.95, 
p=.122, ηр²=.027 
F(1, 210)=1.47, 
p=.223, ηр²=.021 
F(1, 210)=0.79, 
p=.501, ηр²=.011 
F(1, 210)=1.82, 
p=.144, ηр²=.025 
F(1, 210)=1.63, 
p=.184, ηр²=.023 
Gender x 
ambition x 
hostile sexism 
F(1, 210)=2.20, 
p=.089, ηр²=.030 
F(1, 210)=1.84, 
p=.144 ηр²=.020 
F(1, 210)=2.01, 
p=.112 ηр²=.023 
F(1, 210)=1.90, 
p=.130, ηр²=.026 
F(1, 210)=1.62, 
p=.187, ηр²=.022 
F(1, 210)=0.60, 
p=.613, ηр²=.009 
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APPENDIX F: STUDY 2, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM AS A 
CATEGORICAL VARIABLE 
 
Table F1.  F scores for interactions between target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism; ambition and ambivalent sexism; and target gender and 
ambivalent sexism (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Interaction       
Gender x 
ambition x 
ambivalent 
sexism 
F(1, 210)=1.86, 
p=.173, ηр²=.009 
F(1, 210)=2.35, 
p=.126, ηр²=.011 
F(1, 210)=3.09, 
p=.080, ηр²=.015 
F(1, 210)=0.49, 
p=.482, ηр²=.002 
F(1, 210)=2.96, 
p=.087, ηр²=.014 
F(1, 210)=0.02, 
p=.866, ηр²<.001 
Ambition x 
ambivalent 
sexism 
 
F(1, 210)=0.09, 
p=.764, ηр²<.001 
F(1, 210)=0.88, 
p=.349, ηр²=.004 
F(1, 210)=2.06, 
p=.153, ηр²=.010 
F(1, 210)=0.25, 
p=.617, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 210)=0.98, 
p=.322, ηр²=.005 
F(1, 210)=0.82, 
p=.365, ηр²=.004 
Gender x 
ambivalent 
sexism 
F(1, 210)=0.98, 
p=.324, ηр²=.005 
F(1, 210)=0.25, 
p=.620, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 210)=3.45, 
p=.065, ηр²=.016 
F(1, 210)=0.005, 
p=.941, ηр²<.001 
F(1, 210)=0.88, 
p=.348, ηр²=.004 
F(1, 210)=0.29, 
p=.592, ηр²=.001 
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Table F2. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable 
of negative characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 3.56 (0.93) 2.97 (0.98) 3.28 (0.99) 3.49 (0.88) 2.81 (1.01) 3.13 (1.00) 
Content target 3.13 (0.95) 2.61 (0.95) 2.84 (0.97) 2.62 (1.14) 2.73 (0.97) 2.67 (1.05) 
Total 3.34 (0.95) 2.77 (0.97)  3.03 (1.11) 2.77 (0.98)  
Table F3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable 
of positive characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.61 (0.81) 4.81 (0.59) 4.70 (0.71) 4.68 (0.73) 5.26 (0.67) 4.99 (0.75) 
Content target 4.92 (0.63) 5.03 (0.69) 4.98 (0.66) 5.11 (0.84) 5.02 (0.49) 5.07 (0.68) 
Total 4.76 (0.74) 4.94 (0.65)  4.91 (0.81) 5.14 (0.59)  
 
Table F4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable 
of competence. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 5.04 (0.80) 4.96 (0.93) 5.00 (0.85) 4.92 (1.09) 5.66 (0.87) 5.31 (1.04) 
Content target 5.11 (0.74) 5.10 (0.68) 5.10 (0.70) 5.06 (0.86) 5.08 (0.68) 5.07 (0.86) 
Total 5.07 (0.76) 5.04 (0.79)  4.99 (0.97) 5.37 (0.83)  
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Table F5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable 
of warmth. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.02 (0.85) 4.31 (0.76) 4.16 (0.81) 4.10 (0.94) 4.53 (0.62) 4.33 (0.81) 
Content target 4.85 (0.90) 5.04 (0.68) 4.95 (0.78) 4.98 (0.91) 4.99 (0.66) 4.98 (0.91) 
Total 4.42 (0.96) 4.73 (0.79)  4.56 (1.12) 4.76 (0.68)  
Table F6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable 
of positive future consequences. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.69 (1.03) 5.05 (0.77) 4.86 (0.92) 4.80 (0.69) 5.36(0.79) 5.09 (0.92) 
Content target 3.77 (1.06) 4.25 (0.81) 4.03 (0.95) 4.07 (1.02) 3.87 (0.97) 3.97 (0.99) 
Total 4.24 (1.13) 4.59 (0.88)  4.42 (1.05) 4.61 (1.16)  
 
Table F7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent variable 
of negative future consequences. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.20 (1.21) 4.19 (0.77) 4.20 (1.01) 3.88 (1.12) 3.65 (1.17) 3.76 (1.14) 
Content target 5.52 (1.21) 4.34 (1.21) 4.43 (1.21) 4.44 (1.15) 4.14 (1.29) 4.29 (1.22) 
Total 4.36 (1.21) 4.28 (1.04)  4.18 (1.16) 3.90 (1.25)  
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APPENDIX G: STUDY 2, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING PARTICIPANT SEX 
 
Table G1 .F scores for interactions between target gender, ambition and participant sex; ambition and participant sex; and target gender and 
participant sex (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Interaction       
Gender x 
ambition x 
sex 
F(1, 227)=1.45, 
p=.230, ηр²=.006 
F(1, 227)=0.01, 
p=.906, ηр²<.001 
F(1, 227)=0.28, 
p=.600, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 227)=1.19, 
p=.276, ηр²=.005 
F(1, 221)=3.18, 
p=.076, ηр²=.014 
F(1, 225)=0.51, 
p=.476, ηр²=.002 
Ambition x 
sex 
 
F(1, 227)=6.78, 
p=.010*, ηр²=.029 
F(1, 227)=2.14, 
p=.145, ηр²=.009 
F(1, 227)=0.72, 
p=.721, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 227)=2.13, 
p=.146, ηр²=.009 
F(1, 221)=1.24, 
p=.268, ηр²=.006 
F(1, 225)=1.69, 
p=.195, ηр²=.008 
Gender x 
sex 
 
F(1, 227)=0.24, 
p=.623, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 227)=0.02, 
p=.881, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 227)=0.36, 
p=.547, ηр²=.002 
F(1, 227)=0.21, 
p=.651, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 221)=59, 
p=.442, ηр²=.003 
F(1, 225)=0.77, 
p=.380, ηр²=.003 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
Table G2. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
negative characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 3.81 (0.63) 3.57 (0.50) 3.70 (0.58) 3.38 (0.91) 2.69 (1.01) 3.05 (1.02) 
Content target 2.91 (1.10) 2.61 (0.98) 2.75 (1.04) 2.85 (1.06) 2.74 (0.93) 2.79 (0.99) 
Total 3.29 (1.03) 2.98 (0.95)  3.15 (1.01) 2.72 (0.97)  
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Table G3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
positive characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.45 (0.60) 4.82 (0.49) 4.62 (0.57) 4.74 (0.78) 5.10 (0.71) 4.91 (0.76) 
Content target 4.99 (0.84) 5.06 (0.70) 5.02 (0.76) 5.02 (0.71) 5.02 (0.51) 5.02 (0.61) 
Total 4.76 (0.79) 4.96 (0.79)  4.86 (0.76) 5.06 (0.62)  
 
Table G4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
competence. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.93 (0.63) 5.22 (0.80) 5.06 (0.72) 5.04 (0.99) 5.31 (1.02) 5.17 (1.01) 
Content target 4.98 (0.82) 5.18 (0.67) 5.08 (0.74) 5.13 (0.80) 5.06 (0.69) 5.10 (0.74) 
Total 4.96 (0.73) 5.19 (0.71)  5.08 (0.91) 5.19 (0.88)  
 
Table G5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
warmth. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 3.91 (0.86) 4.12 (0.28) 4.01 (0.66) 4.17 (0.85) 4.52 (0.85) 4.34 (0.82) 
Content target 4.80 (1.17) 5.09 (0.69) 4.95 (0.96) 4.98 (0.88) 4.92 (0.66) 4.95 (0.77) 
Total 4.43 (1.13) 4.72 (0.74)  4.53 (0.95) 4.72 (0.73)  
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Table G6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
positive future consequences. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.54 (1.30) 5.12 (0.72) 4.81 (1.10) 4.94 (0.86) 5.25 (0.80) 5.09 (0.84) 
Content target 4.16 (0.96) 3.92 (0.79) 4.04 (0.87) 3.78 (1.07) 4.23 (0.98) 4.02 (0.98) 
Total 4.31 (1.11) 4.36 (0.96)  4.42 (1.11) 4.76 (1.03)  
 
Table G7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
negative future consequences. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 4.23 (0.96) 4.21 (0.71) 4.22 (0.84) 3.89 (1.25) 3.81 (1.09) 3.85 (1.17) 
Content target 4.26 (1.31) 4.36 (1.12) 4.31 (1.21) 4.59 (1.12) 4.16 (1.29) 4.36 (1.23) 
Total 4.25 (1.16) 4.31 (1.21)  4.20 (1.24) 3.98 (1.19)  
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APPENDIX H: STUDY 2, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING UNIVERSITY EDUCATION 
 
Table H1. F scores for interactions between target gender, ambition and participant education; ambition and participant education; and target gender 
and participant education (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Positive future 
consequences 
Negative future 
consequences 
Interaction       
Gender x 
ambition x 
education 
F(1, 117)=1.87, 
p=.175, ηр²=.016 
F(1, 117)=18.67, 
p<.001*, ηр²=.138 
F(1, 117)=7.03, 
p=.009*, ηр²=.057 
F(1, 117)=15.17, 
p<.001*, ηр²=.115 
F(1, 111)=2.42, 
p=.123, ηр²=.021 
F(1, 111)=2.73, 
p=.102, ηр²=.024 
Ambition x 
education 
 
F(1, 117)=0.16, 
p=.691, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 117)=6.12, 
p=.015*, ηр²=.050 
F(1, 117)=1.56, 
p=.215, ηр²=.013 
F(1, 117)=9.24, 
p=.003*, ηр²=.073 
F(1, 111)=0.05, 
p=.828, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 111)=0.21, 
p=.651, ηр²=.002 
Gender x 
education 
 
F(1, 117)=0.24, 
p=.626, ηр²=.002 
F(1, 117)=3.51, 
p=.064, ηр²=.029 
F(1, 117)=2.83, 
p=.095, ηр²=.024 
F(1, 117)=0.44, 
p=.511, ηр²=.004 
F(1, 111)=1.36, 
p=.246, ηр²=.012 
F(1, 111)=0.08, 
p=.774, ηр²=.001 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
Table H2. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
negative characteristics. 
 No university education Some university education 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 2.50 (1.34) 3.08 (1.13) 2.83 (1.15) 3.71 (0.76) 3.26 (0.79) 3.48 (0.80) 
Content target 2.22 (1.54) 1.58 (1.00) 1.86 (1.19) 2.89 (1.14) 2.74 (0.99) 2.82 (1.06) 
Total 2.36 (1.30) 2.33 (1.27)  3.27 (1.06) 2.99 (0.93)  
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Table H3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
positive characteristics. 
 No university education Some university education 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 6.44 (0.82) 4.67 (0.86) 5.43 (1.22) 4.33 (0.67) 4.92 (0.54) 4.63 (0.67) 
Content target 4.47 (1.59) 5.54 (0.54) 5.08 (1.15) 4.96 (0.74) 5.09 (0.54) 5.02 (0.65) 
Total 5.46 (1.57) 5.10 (0.81)  4.67 (0.77) 5.01 (0.55)  
 
Table H4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
competence. 
 No university education Some university education 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 6.42 (1.01) 5.94 (0.63) 5.57 (1.08) 4.69 (1.01) 5.26 (0.80) 4.98 (0.95) 
Content target 4.83 (1.04) 5.38 (0.66) 5.14 (0.81) 4.95 (0.80) 5.03 (0.67) 4.99 (0.74) 
Total 5.63 (1.26) 5.16 (0.64)  4.83 (0.90) 5.14 (0.74)  
 
Table H5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
warmth. 
 No university education Some university education 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 6.00 (1.15) 4.31 (0.66) 5.04 (1.21) 3.84 (0.88) 4.30 (0.55) 4.07 (0.76) 
Content target 3.67 (2.52) 5.38 (1.01) 4.64 (1.86) 4.77 (0.84) 4.96 (0.67) 4.86 (0.76) 
Total 4.83 (2.17) 4.84 (0.97)  4.34 (0.97) 4.65 (0.69)  
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Table H6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
positive future consequences. 
 No university education Some university education 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 6.14 (1.21) 5.07 (0.78) 5.43 (0.98) 4.56 (1.06) 5.07 (0.73) 4.82 (0.93) 
Content target 4.43 (1.13) 5.05 (0.84) 4.74 (0.95) 3.88 (1.00) 4.27 (0.85) 4.07 (0.95) 
Total 5.11 (1.38) 5.06 (0.73)  4.19 (1.08) 4.64 (0.89)  
 
Table H7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition and participant sex, for the dependent variable of 
negative future consequences. 
 No university education Some university education 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Ambitious target 2.33 (0.47) 3.83 (0.58) 3.33 (0.92) 4.03 (1.10) 4.28 (0.79) 4.15 (0.95) 
Content target 3.44 (1.26) 2.22 (0.38) 2.83 (1.07) 4.37 (1.24) 4.02 (0.98) 4.20 (1.12) 
Total 3.00 (1.11) 3.14 (0.98)  4.21 (1.18) 4.14 (0.90)  
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APPENDIX I: STUDY 3, CORRELATION MATRIX 
 
Table I1. All correlations between dependent variable scales used in Study 3.  
 Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Morality Warmth Agency Communality 
 
Negative characteristics 
 
Positive characteristics 
 
 
-.573*** 
 
-.343*** 
 
.694*** 
 
-.734*** 
 
.784*** 
 
-.572*** 
 
.793*** 
 
 
-.229** 
 
.374*** 
 
-.537*** 
 
.683*** 
Competence   
 
 .375*** .326*** .665*** -.280*** 
Morality 
 
   .695*** .230** .708*** 
Warmth  
 
Agency 
 
    .093 .813*** 
 
.142 
Please note: * denotes p<.05, ** denotes p<.01, *** denotes p<.001 
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APPENDIX J: STUDY 3, MAIN EFFECTS FOR GENDER OF TARGET 
 
Table J1. Means and standard deviations (M(SD)), and F values, for main effects along the gender of character for each of the dependant variables. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Morality Warmth Agency Communality 
       
Female character 
 
2.72 (0.88) 5.35 (0.69) 5.88 (0.71) 4.83 (0.71) 4.99 (0.95) 5.66 (0.75) 4.69 (0.89) 
Male character 
 
2.85 (0.88) 5.26 (0.58) 5.71 (0.67) 4.79 (0.62) 5.03 (0.85) 5.55 (0.70) 4.81 (0.77) 
F value F(1,180)=0.99, 
p=.320, 
ηр²=.005 
F(1, 180)=1.05, 
p=.307, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 180)=2.92, 
p=.089, 
ηр²=.016 
F(1, 180)=0.13, 
p=.723, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 180)=0.08, 
p=.781, 
ηр²<.001 
F(1, 179)=1.59, 
p=.209, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 179)=1.33, 
p=.249, 
ηр²=.007 
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APPENDIX K: STUDY 3, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM, 
BENEVOLENT SEXISM AND HOSTILE SEXISM AS CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 
 
Table K1. F scores for 3 way interactions between gender, traits and ambivalent sexism (as a continuous variable); between gender, traits and benevolent sexism (as a continuous 
variable) and between gender, traits and hostile sexism (as a continuous variable) for all of the dependent variables used in Study 3. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality Agency Communality 
Interaction        
Gender x 
traits x 
ambivalent 
sexism 
 
F(3, 169)=0.55, 
p=.792, 
ηр²=.022 
F(3, 169)=0.24, 
p=.976, 
ηр²=.010 
F(3, 169)=0.31, 
p=.949, 
ηр²=.012 
F(3, 169)=0.19, 
p=.988, 
ηр²=.008 
F(3, 169)=0.29, 
p=.955, 
ηр²=.012 
F(3, 169)=0.57, 
p=.784, 
ηр²=.022 
F(3, 169)=1.03, 
p=.413, 
ηр²=.040 
Gender x 
traits x 
benevolent 
sexism  
 
F(3, 169)=0.74, 
p=.643, 
ηр²=.029 
F(3, 169)=0.63, 
p=.732, 
ηр²=.025 
F(3, 169)=0.62, 
p=.740, 
ηр²=.025 
F(3, 169)=0.50, 
p=.831, 
ηр²=.020 
F(3, 169)=0.49, 
p=.840, 
ηр²=.020 
F(3, 169)=0.40, 
p=.901, 
ηр²=.016 
F(3, 169)=0.93, 
p=.482, 
ηр²=.037 
Gender x 
traits x 
hostile 
sexism 
F(3, 169)=0.52, 
p=.817, 
ηр²=.021 
F(3, 169)=0.36, 
p=.925, 
ηр²=.014 
F(3, 169)=0.57, 
p=.777, 
ηр²=.023 
F(3, 169)=0.19, 
p=.988, 
ηр²=.008 
F(3, 169)=0.32, 
p=.946, 
ηр²=.013 
F(3, 169)=0.78, 
p=.607, 
ηр²=.031 
F(3, 169)=0.87, 
p=.532, 
ηр²=.034 
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APPENDIX L: STUDY 3, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM AS A CATEGORICAL 
VARIABLE 
 
Table L1. F scores for interactions between target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism; character traits and ambivalent sexism; and 
character gender and ambivalent sexism (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality Agency Communality 
Interaction       
Gender x 
traits x 
ambivalent 
sexism  
F(3, 169)=0.22, 
p=.881, 
ηр²=.004 
F(3, 169)=1.57, 
p=.199, 
ηр²=.027 
F(3, 169)=1.02, 
p=.386, 
ηр²=.018 
F(3, 169)=0.97, 
p=.408, 
ηр²=.017 
F(3, 169)=2.03, 
p=.112, 
ηр²=.035 
F(3, 169)=0.68, 
p=.568, 
ηр²=.012 
F(3, 169)=3.28, 
p=.022*, 
ηр²=.055 
Traits x 
ambivalent 
sexism 
 
F(3, 169)=0.80, 
p=.494, 
ηр²=.014 
F(3, 169)=0.30, 
p=.829, 
ηр²=.005 
F(3, 169)=0.44, 
p=.726, 
ηр²=.008 
F(3, 169)=0.32, 
p=.814, 
ηр²=.006 
F(3, 169)=0.42, 
p=.737, 
ηр²=.007 
F(3, 169)=1.13, 
p=.340, 
ηр²=.020 
F(3, 169)=0.62, 
p=.604, 
ηр²=.011 
Gender x 
ambivalent 
sexism  
F(1, 169)=2.63, 
p=.107, 
ηр²=..015 
F(1, 169)=0.16, 
p=.690, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 169)=0.28, 
p=.601, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 169)=0.93, 
p=.336, 
ηр²=.005 
F(1, 169)=1.12, 
p=.292, 
ηр²=.007 
F(1, 169)=2.70, 
p=.102, 
ηр²=.016 
F(1, 169)=3.18, 
p=.076, 
ηр²=.018 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
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Table L2. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of negative characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 3.19 (0.71) 2.74 (0.93) 3.00 (0.82) 3.18 (0.71) 3.27 (0.73) 3.17 (0.79) 
Agentic target 3.19 (0.79) 2.86 (1.01) 3.03 (0.90) 2.94 (1.09) 2.97 (0.78) 2.95 (0.93) 
Communal target 2.73 (0.70) 2.45 (0.79) 2.57 (0.75) 2.27 (0.83) 2.45 (0.76) 2.35 (0.79) 
Androgynous target 2.68 (0.98) 2.26 (1.16) 2.53 (1.04) 2.89 (0.86) 2.61 (0.79) 2.74 (0.82) 
Total 2.95 (0.83) 2.59 (0.95)  2.75 (0.95) 2.83 (0.81)  
 
 
Table L3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of positive characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.94 (0.53) 5.13 (0.71) 5.02 (0.60) 5.02 (0.47) 4.92 (0.62) 4.96 (0.56) 
Agentic target 4.98 (0.50) 5.22 (0.75) 5.10 (0.62) 5.24 (0.48) 5.20 (0.69) 5.22 (0.58) 
Communal target 5.49 (0.53) 5.78 (0.49) 5.65 (0.52) 5.56 (0.72) 5.52 (0.64) 5.54 (0.67) 
Androgynous target 5.57 (0.62) 5.34 (0.82) 5.49 (0.69) 5.20 (0.42) 5.57 (0.63) 5.41 (0.57) 
Total 5.24 (0.61) 5.38 (0.71)  5.28 (0.56) 5.31 (0.68)  
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Table L4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of warmth. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.56 (0.70) 4.73 (0.95) 4.63 (0.80) 4.71 (0.34) 4.30 (0.95) 4.45 (0.80) 
Agentic target 4.33 (0.67) 4.58 (0.73) 4.45 (0.69) 4.53 (0.33) 4.57 (0.89) 4.55 (0.66) 
Communal target 5.58 (0.73) 5.75 (0.63) 5.67 (0.67) 5.70 (0.80) 5.34 (0.79) 5.54 (0.80) 
Androgynous target 5.41 (0.86) 5.13 (1.11) 5.31 (0.94) 5.28 (0.90) 5.41 (0.76) 5.36 (0.81) 
Total 4.95 (0.89) 5.07 (0.95)  4.95 (0.89) 4.92 (0.96)  
 
 
Table L5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of competence. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 5.58 (0.74) 5.70 (1.23) 5.63 (0.95) 5.49 (0.61) 5.60 (0.65) 5.56 (0.62) 
Agentic target 5.66 (0.74) 5.97 (0.70) 5.81 (0.72) 6.00 (0.66) 5.99 (0.73) 5.99 (0.68) 
Communal target 5.61 (0.54) 6.11 (0.50) 5.88 (0.56) 5.81 (0.56) 5.76 (0.64) 5.79 (0.58) 
Androgynous target 5.89 (0.81) 5.89 (0.81) 5.89 (0.81) 5.55 (0.71) 5.98 (0.35) 5.79 (0.57) 
Total 5.69 (0.71) 5.92 (0.83)  5.74 (0.65) 5.85 (0.60)  
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Table L6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of morality. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.48 (0.43) 4.79 (0.79) 4.60 (0.60) 4.77 (0.58) 4.42 (0.72) 4.54 (0.68) 
Agentic target 4.54 (0.48) 4.78 (0.81) 4.65 (0.65) 4.92 (0.67) 4.70 (0.67) 4.81 (0.66) 
Communal target 4.93 (0.68) 5.05 (0.63) 4.99 (0.64) 5.19 (0.68) 5.01 (0.55) 5.11 (0.62) 
Androgynous target 4.95 (0.70) 4.83 (0.73) 4.91 (0.69) 4.53 (0.48) 5.01 (0.75) 4.80 (0.67) 
Total 4.71 (0.60) 4.87 (0.72)  4.86 (0.64) 4.79 (0.71)  
 
 
Table L7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of agency. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 5.44 (0.72) 5.58 (1.09) 5.49 (0.87) 5.61 (0.44) 5.45 (0.66) 5.51 (0.58) 
Agentic target 5.64 (0.80) 5.90 (0.75) 5.77 (0.77) 5.64 (0.80) 5.92 (0.67) 6.00 (0.61) 
Communal target 4.94 (0.36) 5.70 (0.62) 5.36 (0.64) 5.14 (0.40) 5.17 (0.67) 5.15 (0.52) 
Androgynous target 5.90 (0.77) 5.91 (0.97) 5.90 (0.82) 5.59 (0.68) 5.68 (0.51) 5.64 (0.58) 
Total 5.52 (0.76) 5.76 (0.84)  5.60 (0.63) 5.58 (0.66)  
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Table L8. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of communality. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.26 (0.45) 4.48 (0.56) 4.35 (0.50) 4.52 (0.42) 3.73 (0.64) 4.02 (0.68) 
Agentic target 4.11 (0.35) 4.61 (0.78) 4.35 (0.64) 4.57 (0.50) 4.42 (0.85) 4.49 (0.69) 
Communal target 5.30 (0.73) 5.26 (0.71) 5.27 (0.70) 4.47 (0.90) 4.85 (0.84) 5.19 (0.90) 
Androgynous target 5.27 (0.68) 4.85 (1.18) 5.12 (0.88) 4.93 (0.74) 5.23 (0.69) 5.10 (0.72) 
Total 4.72 (0.78) 4.81 (0.84)  4.91 (0.77) 4.59 (0.93)  
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APPENDIX M: STUDY 3, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING PARTICIPANT SEX 
 
Table M1. F scores for interactions between target gender, trait combination and sex of participant; traits combination and sex of participant; and 
target gender and sex of participant (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality Agency Communality 
Interaction       
Gender x traits x 
participant sex 
 
 
F(3, 172)=1.60, 
p=.191, 
ηр²=.027 
F(3, 172)=0.92, 
p=.432, 
ηр²=.016 
F(3, 172)=0.91, 
p=.436, 
ηр²=.016 
F(3, 172)=2.22, 
p=.088, 
ηр²=.037 
F(3, 172)=1.38, 
p=.252, 
ηр²=.023 
F(3, 171)=1.07, 
p=.364, 
ηр²=.018 
F(3, 171)=2.12, 
p=.099, 
ηр²=.036 
Traits x 
participant sex 
 
 
F(3, 172)=0.13, 
p=.944, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 172)=0.33, 
p=.803, 
ηр²=.006 
F(3, 172)=0.41, 
p=.750, 
ηр²=.007 
F(3, 172)=0.16, 
p=.925, 
ηр²=.003 
F(3, 172)=0.15, 
p=.927, 
ηр²=.003 
F(3, 171)=0.44, 
p=.728, 
ηр²=.008 
F(3, 171)=0.72, 
p=.541, 
ηр²=.012 
Gender x 
participant sex 
F(1, 172)=2.76, 
p=.098, 
ηр²=.016 
F(3, 172)=1.38, 
p=.242, 
ηр²=.008 
F(1, 172)=0.22, 
p=.643, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 172)=0.99, 
p=.320, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 172)=1.25, 
p=.265, 
ηр²=.007 
F(1, 171)=0.88, 
p=.349, 
ηр²=.005 
F(1, 171)=0.08, 
p=.773, 
ηр²<.001 
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Table M2. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of negative characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 3.06 (0.73) 3.55 (1.16) 3.25 (0.82) 3.14 (0.79) 2.97 (0.84) 3.05 (0.81) 
Agentic target 3.16 (1.09) 2.59 (0.71) 3.00 (0.98) 2.99 (0.93) 2.95 (0.90) 2.97 (0.90) 
Communal target 2.24 (1.14) 2.71 (0.88) 2.53 (0.94) 2.51 (0.74) 2.37 (0.73) 2.45 (0.73) 
Androgynous target 2.00 (1.16) 3.18 (0.66) 2.92 (0.87) 2.84 (0.90) 2.24 (0.87) 2.60 (0.92) 
Total 2.75 (1.03) 3.01 (0.78)  2.86 (0.86) 2.75 (1.03)  
 
 
Table M3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of positive characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 5.19 (0.21) 4.42 (1.06) 4.88 (0.70) 4.93 (0.53) 5.08 (0.62) 5.01 (0.57) 
Agentic target 4.87 (0.45) 5.21 (0.88) 4.96 (0.54) 5.21 (0.50) 5.21 (0.71) 5.21 (0.61) 
Communal target 5.22 (0.59) 5.22 (0.43) 5.22 (0.45) 5.57 (0.62) 5.79 (0.54) 5.67 (0.59) 
Androgynous target 5.21 (0.18) 5.06 (0.50) 5.09 (0.44) 5.42 (0.58) 5.69 (0.67) 5.53 (0.63) 
Total 5.08 (0.41) 5.05 (0.59)  5.29 (0.60) 5.41 (0.70)  
 
! 231!
Table M4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of warmth. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.90 (0.71) 3.20 (1.98) 4.24 (1.42) 4.56 (0.62) 4.63 (0.79) 4.60 (0.70) 
Agentic target 4.08 (0.11) 4.40 (0.57) 4.17 (0.29) 5.57 (0.55) 4.59 (0.83) 4.58 (0.70) 
Communal target 4.93 (0.83) 5.28 (0.27) 5.15 (0.52) 5.76 (0.68) 5.65 (0.80) 5.71 (0.73) 
Androgynous target 4.90 (0.71) 4.77 (0.65) 4.80 (0.62) 5.39 (0.87) 5.54 (0.86) 5.46 (0.86) 
Total 4.60 (0.62) 4.69 (0.95)  5.10 (0.86) 5.06 (0.94)  
 
 
Table M5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of competence. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 5.95 (0.36) 5.64 (0.51) 5.83 (0.40) 5.49 (0.72) 5.65 (0.99) 5.57 (0.86) 
Agentic target 5.57 (0.97) 6.36 (0.10) 5.79 (0.88) 5.90 (0.61) 5.94 (0.72) 5.92 (0.66) 
Communal target 5.71 (0.71) 5.66 (0.39) 5.68 (0.48) 5.72 (0.53) 6.03 (0.61) 5.86 (0.58) 
Androgynous target 5.79 (0.10) 5.65 (0.44) 5.68 (0.39) 5.73 (0.78) 6.07 (0.52) 5.87 (0.70) 
Total 5.72 (0.69) 5.74 (0.44)  5.71 (0.68) 5.91 (0.75)  
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Table M6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of morality. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.52 (0.59) 3.73 (1.67) 4.20 (1.03) 4.57 (0.48) 4.68 (0.64) 4.63 (0.57) 
Agentic target 4.38 (0.27) 4.73 (1.41) 4.48 (0.64) 4.87 (0.64) 4.74 (0.68) 4.80 (0.66) 
Communal target 4.85 (0.58) 4.84 (0.63) 4.84 (0.57) 5.11 (0.68) 5.09 (0.58) 5.10 (0.63) 
Androgynous target 4.86 (0.96) 4.42 (0.23) 4.52 (0.44) 4.76 (0.63) 5.17 (0.73) 4.93 (0.70) 
Total 4.59 (0.52) 4.50 (0.76)  4.82 (0.63) 4.90 (0.76)  
 
 
Table M7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of agency. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 5.91 (0.66) 5.14 (0.19) 5.60 (0.64) 5.43 (0.64) 5.55 (0.91) 5.49 (0.78) 
Agentic target 5.56 (0.93) 6.18 (0.13) 5.74 (0.82) 5.90 (0.66) 5.88 (0.72) 5.89 (0.68) 
Communal target 5.00 (0.27) 5.11 (0.63) 5.07 (0.50) 5.05 (0.41) 5.57 (0.68) 5.30 (0.61) 
Androgynous target 6.18 (0.13) 5.73 (0.31) 5.83 (0.34) 5.73 (0.76) 5.77 (0.79) 5.74 (0.76) 
Total 5.61 (0.74) 5.52 (0.55)  5.61 (0.70) 5.69 (0.78)  
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Table M8. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, trait combination and participant sex, for the dependent 
variable of communality. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Neutral target 4.21 (0.67) 3.25 (1.50) 3.83 (1.03) 4.36 (0.43) 4.17 (0.60) 4.27 (0.52) 
Agentic target 4.03 (0.03) 4.78 (0.93) 4.24 (0.53) 4.48 (0.53) 4.48 (0.81) 4.48 (0.68) 
Communal target 4.44 (0.45) 4.96 (0.55) 4.76 (0.55) 5.54 (0.75) 5.10 (0.84) 5.34 (0.82) 
Androgynous target 5.19 (1.06) 4.71 (0.78) 4.82 (0.80) 5.11 (0.71) 5.54 (0.88) 5.16 (0.77) 
Total 4.34 (0.61) 4.62 (0.91)  4.88 (0.77) 4.71 (0.88)  
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APPENDIX N: STUDY 4, CORRELATION MATRIX  
 
Table N1. All correlations between dependent variable scales used in Study 4.  
 Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality Agency Communality Suitability to 
risky 
leadership 
Suitability to 
stable 
leadership 
 
Negative 
characteristics 
 
Positive characteristics  
 
-.738*** 
 
-.436*** 
 
.659*** 
 
-.672*** 
 
.879*** 
 
-.839*** 
 
.784*** 
 
 
.377*** 
 
.500*** 
 
-.647*** 
 
.782*** 
 
.074 
 
-.030 
 
-.502*** 
 
.629*** 
Competence   
 
 .330** .337** .786*** .332** .030 .488*** 
Warmth  
 
   .799*** .231* .884*** -.005 .615*** 
Morality 
 
Agency 
 
    .251* 
 
 
.762*** 
 
.279** 
-.098 
 
.052 
.600*** 
 
.460*** 
Communality 
 
      .017 .683*** 
Suitability to risky 
leadership 
 
       
 
.054 
 
Please note: * denotes p<.05, ** denotes p<.01, *** denotes p<.001 
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APPENDIX O: STUDY 4, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM, 
BENEVOLENT SEXISM AND HOSTILE SEXISM AS CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 
 
Table O1. F scores for 3 way interactions between gender, behaviours and ambivalent sexism (as a continuous variable); between gender, behaviours and benevolent sexism (as a 
continuous variable) and between gender, behaviours and hostile sexism (as a continuous variable), for the dependent variables of negative and positive characteristics, competence, 
warmth and morality. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality 
Interaction      
Gender x behaviours 
x ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=0.73, 
p=.536, ηр²=.025 
F(1, 84)=0.52, 
p=.671, ηр²=.018 
F(1, 84)=0.07, p=.976, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 84)=0.49, 
p=.688, ηр²=.017 
F(1, 84) =1.00, p=.398, 
ηр²=.034 
Gender x behaviours 
x benevolent sexism  
 
F(1, 84)=1.11, 
p=.348, ηр²=.038 
F(1, 84)=1.10, 
p=.354, ηр²=.037 
F(1, 84)=0.11, p=.959, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 84)=1.02, 
p=.386, ηр²=.035 
F(1, 84)=1.35, p=.264, 
ηр²=.045 
Gender x behaviours 
x hostile sexism  
F(1, 84)=0.54, 
p=.660, ηр²=.019 
F(1, 84)=0.18, 
p=.911, ηр²=.006 
F(1, 84)=0.46, p=.712, 
ηр²=.016 
F(1, 84)=0.09, 
p=.968, ηр²=.003 
F(1, 84)=0.63, p=.599, 
ηр²=.022 
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Table O2. F scores for 3 way interactions between gender, behaviours and ambivalent sexism (as a continuous variable); between gender, behaviours and benevolent sexism (as a 
continuous variable) and between gender, behaviours and hostile sexism (as a continuous variable), for the dependent variables of agency, communality, and suitability to risky or 
stable leadership. 
 Agency Communality Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
Interaction     
Gender x behaviours 
x ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=0.55, p=.650, 
ηр²=.019 
F(1, 84)=0.75, p=.527, 
ηр²=.026 
F(1, 84)=0.86, p=.467, 
ηр²=.029 
F(1, 84)=0.28, p=.840, 
ηр²=.010 
Gender x behaviours 
x benevolent sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=1.72, p=.168, 
ηр²=.057 
F(1, 84)=1.71, p=.171, 
ηр²=.057 
F(1, 84)=0.96, p=.414, 
ηр²=.033 
F(1, 84)=0.91, p=.442, 
ηр²=.031 
Gender x behaviours 
x hostile sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=0.04, p=.989, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 84)=0.69, p=.561, 
ηр²=.024 
F(1, 84)=0.86, p=.465, 
ηр²=.029 
F(1, 84)=0.02, p=.998, 
ηр²=.001 
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APPENDIX P: STUDY 4, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM AS A 
CATEGORICAL VARIABLE 
 
Table P1. F scores for interactions between target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism; behaviour combination and ambivalent 
sexism; and target gender and ambivalent sexism (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality 
Interaction      
Gender x behaviours 
x ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=0.37, 
p=.547, ηр²=.004 
F(1, 84)=0.04, 
p=.840, ηр²<.001 
F(1, 84)=0.69, p=.410, 
ηр²=.008 
F(1, 84)=0.16, 
p=.689, ηр²=.002 
F(1, 84) <.001, p>.99, 
ηр²<.001 
Behaviours x 
ambivalent sexism  
 
F(1, 84)=1.90, 
p=.172, ηр²=.022 
F(1, 84)=0.19, 
p=.892, ηр²<.001 
F(1, 84)=0.05, p=.830, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 84)=0.08, 
p=.775, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 84)=0.84, p=.363, 
ηр²=.010 
Gender x ambivalent 
sexism  
F(1, 84)=0.002, 
p=.961, ηр²<.001 
F(1, 84)=0.12, 
p=.732, ηр²=.001 
F(1, 84)=0.36, p=.550, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 84)=0.19, 
p=.665, ηр²=.002 
F(1, 84)=0.06, p=.804, 
ηр²=.001 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
! 238!
Table P2. F scores for interactions between target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism; behaviour combination and ambivalent 
sexism; and target gender and ambivalent sexism (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Agency Communality Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
Interaction     
Gender x behaviours 
x ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=0.02, p=.895, 
ηр²<.001 
F(1, 84)=0.47, p=.496, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 84)=0.30, p=.587, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 84)=0.79, p=.378, 
ηр²=.009 
Behaviours x 
ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=0.46, p=.500, 
ηр²=.005 
F(1, 84)=0.81, p=.372, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 84)=0.80, p=.373, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 84)=0.02, p=.890, 
ηр²=.001 
Gender x ambivalent 
sexism 
 
F(1, 84)=1.38, p=.244, 
ηр²=.016 
F(1, 84)=0.004, p=.951, 
ηр²<.001 
F(1, 84)=1.38, p=.244, 
ηр²=.016 
F(1, 84)=0.23, p=.627, 
ηр²=.003 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
 
Table P3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of negative characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 3.08 (1.03) 2.68 (0.98) 2.91 (1.00) 2.88 (1.00) 2.23 (1.08) 2.54 (1.07) 
Agentic behaviours 3.09 (1.05) 2.76 (1.03) 2.89 (1.03) 3.24 (0.84) 3.20 (1.20) 3.23 (0.91) 
Total 3.08 (1.01) 2.73 (0.99)  3.06 (0.93) 2.47 (1.16)  
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Table P4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of positive characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.34 (0.69) 5.60 (0.82) 5.45 (0.74) 4.95 (0.75) 5.40 (0.62) 5.19 (0.71) 
Agentic behaviours 5.15 (1.04) 5.13 (0.83) 5.14 (0.90) 4.79 (0.64) 4.82 (0.31) 4.80 (0.56) 
Total 5.25 (0.85) 5.29 (0.84)  4.87 (0.68) 5.25 (0.61)  
 
Table P5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of warmth. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.88 (1.04) 5.16 (0.94) 4.99 (0.98) 4.57 (0.89) 4.87 (0.71) 4.72 (0.80) 
Agentic behaviours 4.58 (1.24) 4.37 (1.00) 4.45 (1.08) 3.98 (0.98) 4.13 (0.18) 4.02 (0.84) 
Total 4.73 (1.12) 4.64 (1.03)  4.28 (0.97) 4.68 (0.70)  
 
Table P6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of competence. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.79 (0.94) 5.95 (0.83) 5.86 (0.87) 5.65 (0.68) 5.89 (0.53) 5.77 (0.61) 
Agentic behaviours 5.64 (1.16) 5.99 (0.71) 5.85 (0.91) 5.71 (0.51) 5.57 (1.00) 5.68 (0.64) 
Total 5.72 (1.03) 5.97 (0.73)  5.68 (0.59) 5.81 (0.66)  
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Table P7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of morality. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.52 (1.41) 5.21 (0.92) 4.81 (1.25) 4.53 (0.99) 5.11 (0.97) 4.83 (1.01) 
Agentic behaviours 4.81 (1.09) 5.09 (1.18) 4.98 (1.13) 4.39 (0.80) 4.56 (0.76) 4.44 (0.78) 
Total 4.66 (1.25) 5.13 (1.07)  4.46 (0.89) 4.97 (0.94)  
 
Table P8. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of agency. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.78 (0.90) 5.58 (0.68) 5.69 (0.80) 5.70 (0.72) 5.83 (0.58) 5.77 (0.64) 
Agentic behaviours 5.89 (1.10) 5.74 (0.68) 5.80 (0.85) 5.54 (0.49) 5.82 (0.73) 5.62 (0.55) 
Total 5.83 (0.98) 5.68 (0.67)  5.62 (0.61) 5.83 (0.61)  
 
Table P9. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of communality. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.43 (1.42) 4.98 (0.82) 4.66 (1.21) 4.71 (0.86) 4.89 (0.82) 4.81 (0.83) 
Agentic behaviours 4.08 (1.68) 4.19 (1.13) 4.14 (1.35) 3.59 (1.11) 4.00 (0.07) 3.69 (0.97) 
Total 4.26 (1.52) 4.46 (1.08)  4.15 (1.13) 4.67 (0.81)  
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Table P10. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of suitability to risky leadership. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.14 (0.72) 4.53 (0.69) 4.88 (0.75) 4.59 (0.81) 4.27 (1.33) 4.42 (1.10) 
Agentic behaviours 4.29 (0.92) 4.22 (1.22) 4.40 (1.13) 4.29 (0.92) 4.60 (0.95) 4.37 (0.91) 
Total 4.92 (0.86) 4.34 (1.13)  4.44 (0.87) 4.35 (1.23)  
 
Table P11. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of suitability to stable leadership. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.44 (0.96) 5.73 (0.47) 5.56 (0.78) 5.44 (0.79) 5.59 (0.75) 5.52 (0.76) 
Agentic behaviours 5.38 (1.09) 5.23 (0.84) 5.29 (0.93) 5.01 (0.75) 5.36 (0.61) 5.11 (0.71) 
Total 5.41 (0.99) 5.40 (0.76)  5.23 (0.78) 5.53 (0.71)  
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APPENDIX Q: STUDY 4, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING PARTICIPANT SEX 
 
 
Table Q1. F scores for interactions between target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex; behaviour combination and participant sex; and 
target gender and participant sex (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality 
Interaction      
Gender x 
behaviours x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 86)=0.04, p=.834, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 86)=0.03, p=.860, 
ηр²<.001 
F(1, 86)=0.04, p=.851, 
ηр²<.001 
F(1, 86)=0.08, p=.783, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 86)=0.04, p=.847, 
ηр²<.001 
Behaviours x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 86)=2.62, p=.109, 
ηр²=.030 
F(1, 86)=1.35, p=.249, 
ηр²=.015 
F(1, 86)=0.20, p=.658, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 86)=0.91, p=.344, 
ηр²=.010 
F(1, 86)=3.06, p=.084, 
ηр²=.034 
Gender x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 86)=0.18, p=.675, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 86)=0.06, p=.804, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 86)=0.12, p=.727, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 86)=0.14, p=.708, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 86)=0.49, p=.485, 
ηр²=.006 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
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Table Q2. F scores for interactions between target gender, behaviour combination and sex of participant; behaviour combination and sex of 
participant; and target gender and sex of participant.  
 Agency Communality Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
Interaction     
Gender x behaviours 
x participant sex 
 
F(1, 84)=0.37, p=.544, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 84)=1.18, p=.281, 
ηр²=.014 
F(1, 83)=0.51, p=.477, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 83)=1.98, p=.163, 
ηр²=.023 
Behaviours x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 84)=1.83, p=.180, 
ηр²=.021 
F(1, 84)=1.11, p=.295, 
ηр²=.013 
F(1, 83)=0.49, p=.486, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 83)=0.16, p=.687, 
ηр²=.002 
Gender x participant 
sex 
 
F(1, 84)=0.09, p=.766, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 84)=0.04, p=.835, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 83)=4.71, p=.033*, 
ηр²=.054 
F(1, 83)=1.28, p=.261, 
ηр²=.015 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
 
Table Q3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of negative characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 3.44 (1.11) 2.72 (1.08) 2.99 (1.12) 2.78 (0.91) 1.97 (0.88) 2.46 (0.97) 
Agentic behaviours 3.05 (0.66) 2.95 (1.10) 3.01 (0.83) 3.17 (1.24) 2.79 (1.08) 2.97 (1.14) 
Total 3.18 (0.83) 2.82 (1.07)  2.92 (1.03) 2.37 (1.05)  
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Table Q4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of positive characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.88 (0.89) 5.26 (0.67) 5.12 (0.76) 5.22 (0.66) 5.73 (0.63) 5.42 (0.69) 
Agentic behaviours 4.99 (0.65) 5.03 (0.89) 5.00 (0.73) 5.01 (1.02) 5.07 (0.64) 5.04 (0.82) 
Total 4.95 (0.72) 5.16 (0.76)  5.14 (0.80) 5.42 (0.70)  
 
Table Q5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of warmth. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.43 (1.15) 4.69 (0.71) 4.59 (0.87) 4.81 (0.87) 5.33 (0.78) 5.02 (0.86) 
Agentic behaviours 4.23 (0.88) 4.22 (0.86) 4.22 (0.85) 4.34 (1.40) 4.38 (0.92) 4.36 (1.14) 
Total 4.29 (0.95) 4.49 (0.79)  4.64 (1.09) 4.88 (0.96)  
 
Table Q6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of competence. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.63 (0.90) 5.88 (0.64) 5.79 (0.73) 5.75 (0.77) 5.94) (0.62) 5.82 (0.71) 
Agentic behaviours 5.74 (0.75) 5.97 (0.70) 5.83 (0.72) 5.77 (0.98) 5.82 (0.87) 5.80 (0.91) 
Total 5.71 (0.78) 5.92 (0.65)  5.76 (0.83) 5.88 (0.74)  
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Table Q7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of morality. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.11 (1.58) 4.77 (0.85) 4.52 (1.17) 4.68 (0.98) 5.56 (0.84) 5.03 (1.01) 
Agentic behaviours 4.77 (0.59) 4.90 (1.19) 4.82 (0.84) 4.49 (1.33) 5.01 (1.07) 4.76 (1.20) 
Total 4.56 (1.02) 4.82 (0.98)  4.61 (1.10) 5.30 (0.97)  
 
Table Q8. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of agency. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.49 (0.76) 5.63 (0.51) 5.57 (0.60) 5.83 (0.80) 5.87 (0.71) 5.85 (0.75) 
Agentic behaviours 5.87 (0.73) 5.76 (0.43) 5.82 (0.62) 5.59 (1.00) 5.76 (0.43) 5.69 (0.90) 
Total 5.75 (0.74) 5.68 (0.47)  5.75 (0.86) 5.82 (0.76)  
 
Table Q9. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of communality. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.07 (1.45) 4.88 (0.67) 4.57 (1.06) 4.79 (0.94) 4.97 (0.96) 4.86 (0.94) 
Agentic behaviours 3.91 (0.94) 4.08 (0.96) 3.97 (0.93) 3.60 (1.94) 4.19 (1.03) 3.93 (1.49) 
Total 3.96 (1.09) 4.53 (0.88)  4.39 (1.44) 4.58 (1.05)  
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Table Q10. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of suitability to risky leadership. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 4.43 (0.77) 4.40 (1.29) 4.41 (1.10) 4.99 (0.78) 4.32 (1.00) 4.73 (0.91) 
Agentic behaviours 4.21 (0.85) 4.69 (0.77) 4.40 (0.82) 4.78 (1.07) 4.00 (1.36) 4.35 (1.27) 
Total 4.29 (0.81) 4.52 (1.07)  4.92 (0.87) 4.16 (1.18)  
 
 
Table Q11. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, behaviour combination and participant sex, for the 
dependent variable of judgements of suitability to stable leadership. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Communal behaviours 5.34 (0.79) 5.62 (0.78) 5.52 (0.78) 5.48 (0.89) 5.65 (0.52) 5.54 (0.76) 
Agentic behaviours 5.37 (0.69) 5.04 (0.86) 5.24 (0.76) 4.87 (1.18) 5.44 (0.69) 5.18 (0.96) 
Total 5.36 (0.70) 5.37 (0.85)  5.27 (1.02) 5.55 (0.61)  
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APPENDIX R: STUDY 5, CORRELATION MATRIX 
 
Table R1. Correlations between all dependent variables in Study 5.  
 Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality Agency Communality Suitability to 
risky 
leadership 
Suitability to 
stable 
leadership 
 
Negative 
characteristics 
 
Positive characteristics 
 
 
-.634*** 
 
-.618*** 
 
.736*** 
 
-.454*** 
 
.855*** 
 
-.833*** 
 
.859*** 
 
 
-.181 
 
.207* 
 
-.474*** 
 
.813*** 
 
.330** 
 
-.125 
 
-.464*** 
 
.356*** 
Competence   
 
 .491*** .641*** .578*** .497*** -.080 .540*** 
Warmth  
 
   .688*** -.037 .851*** .056 .189 
Morality 
 
Agency 
 
    .120 
 
 
.710*** 
 
-.042 
-.329** 
 
-.138 
.421*** 
 
.369*** 
Communality 
 
      .007 .230* 
Suitability to risky 
leadership 
 
       
 
-.082 
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APPENDIX S: STUDY 5, MAIN EFFECTS FOR GENDER OF TARGET 
 
Table S1. Means, standard deviations and F values for main effects along gender of target, for all nine dependent variables used in Chapter 6. 
 Female target Male target F value 
    
Negative characteristics  2.97 (1.14) 3.13 (0.93) F(1,94)=0.40, p=.528, ηр²=.004 
 
Positive characteristics 
 
4.96 (0.77) 4.77 (0.73) F(1,94)=1.46, p=.230, ηр²=.115 
 
Competence 
 
5.70 (0.74) 5.40 (0.77) F(1, 94)=3.63, p=.060, ηр²=.037 
 
Warmth 
 
4.22 (1.00) 4.10 (0.68) F(1, 94)=0.54, p=.465, ηр²=.006 
Morality 
 
4.79 (1.05) 4.53 (0.88) F(1, 94)=1.48, p=.226, ηр²=.016 
Agency 
 
5.64 (0.61) 5.61 (0.72) F(1,94)=0.07, p=.794, ηр²=.001 
Communality 
 
4.18 (0.98) 3.92 (0.80) F(1,94)=2.16, p=.145, ηр²=.023 
Suitability to Risky Leadership 
 
3.72 (1.48) 4.08 (1.42) F(1, 94)=1.40, p=.240, ηр²=.015 
Suitability to Stable Leadership 5.31 (1.08) 5.43 (0.83) F(1, 94)=0.76, p=.385, ηр²=.008 
Note: * indicates significant main effects at p<.05. 
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APPENDIX T: STUDY 5, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM, 
BENEVOLENT SEXISM AND HOSTILE SEXISM AS CONTINUOUS VARIABLES 
 
Table T1. F scores for 3 way interactions between gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism (as a continuous variable); between gender, ambition type and benevolent sexism 
(as a continuous variable) and between gender, ambition type and hostile sexism (as a continuous variable), for the dependent variables of negative and positive characteristics, 
competence, warmth and morality. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality 
Interaction      
Gender x ambition 
type x ambivalent 
sexism 
 
F(1, 90)=0.95, 
p=.422, ηр²=.030 
F(1, 90)=0.62, 
p=.603, ηр²=.020 
F(1, 90)=0.76, p=.520, 
ηр²=.024 
F(1, 90)=0.78, 
p=.511, ηр²=.025 
F(1, 90)=1.11, p=.351, 
ηр²=.035 
Gender x ambition 
type x benevolent 
sexism  
 
F(1, 90)=0.64, 
p=.593, ηр²=.021 
F(1, 90)=0.22, 
p=.885, ηр²=.007 
F(1, 90)=0.04, p=.988, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.70, 
p=.555, ηр²=.023 
F(1, 90)=0.73, p=.536, 
ηр²=.024 
Gender x ambition 
type x hostile sexism  
F(1, 90)=0.66, 
p=.580, η ²=.021 
F(1, 90)=0.75, 
p=.523, ηр²=.024 
F(1, 90)=1.56, p=.206, 
ηр²=.049 
F(1, 90)=0.51, 
p=.676, ηр²=.017 
F(1, 90)=0.88, p=.457, 
ηр²=.028 
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Table T2. F scores for 3 way interactions between gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism (as a continuous variable); between gender, ambition type and benevolent sexism 
(as a continuous variable) and between gender, ambition type and hostile sexism (as a continuous variable), for the dependent variables of agency, communality, and suitability to 
risky or stable leadership. 
 Agency Communality Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
Interaction     
Gender x ambition type 
x ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 90)=0.54, p=.654, 
ηр²=.018 
F(1, 90)=1.07, p=.365, 
ηр²=.034 
F(1, 90)=0.82, p=.486, 
ηр²=026 
F(1, 90)=0.94, p=.426, 
ηр²=.030 
Gender x ambition type 
x benevolent sexism 
 
F(1, 90)=0.72, p=.543, 
ηр²=.023 
F(1, 90)=0.91, p=.440, 
ηр²=.029 
F(1, 90)=1.07, p=.365, 
ηр²=.034 
F(1, 90)=1.01, p=.391, 
ηр²=.032 
Gender x ambition type 
x hostile sexism 
 
F(1, 90)=1.89, p=.136, 
ηр²=.059 
F(1, 90)=0.82, p=.488, 
ηр²=.026 
F(1, 90)=0.44, p=.726, 
ηр²=.014 
F(1, 90)=1.11, p=.350, 
ηр²=.035 
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APPENDIX U: STUDY 5, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING AMBIVALENT SEXISM AS A 
CATEGORICAL VARIABLE 
 
Table U1. F scores for interactions between target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism; ambition type and ambivalent sexism; and target 
gender and ambivalent sexism (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive 
characteristics 
Competence Warmth Morality 
Interaction      
Gender x ambition 
type x ambivalent 
sexism 
F(1, 90)=0.04, p=.835, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.54, p=.465, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 90)=0.02, p=.889, 
ηр²<.001 
F(1, 90)=0.61, p=.437, 
ηр²=.007 
F(1, 90)=0.51, p=.475, 
ηр²=.006 
Ambition type x 
ambivalent sexism  
 
F(1, 90)=0.42, p=.519, 
ηр²=.005 
F(1, 90)<.001, p=.989, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.001, p=.981, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.83, p=.366, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 90)=0.11, p=.747, 
ηр²=.001 
Gender x ambivalent 
sexism  
F(1, 90)=0.35, p=.555, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 90)=0.80, p=.375, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 90)=1.44, p=.233, 
ηр²=.016 
F(1, 90)=1.02, p=.315, 
ηр²=.011 
F(1, 90)=0.37, p=.543, 
ηр²=.004 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
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Table U2. F scores for interactions between target gender, behaviour combination and ambivalent sexism; behaviour combination and ambivalent 
sexism; and target gender and ambivalent sexism (means and standard deviations can be found in the tables below). 
 Agency Communality Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
Suitability to Successful 
Leadership 
Interaction     
Gender x ambition type 
x ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 90)=0.83, p=.364, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 90)=0.56, p=.454, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 90)=0.01, p=.914, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=1.03, p=.314, 
ηр²=.011 
Ambition type x 
ambivalent sexism 
 
F(1, 90)=0.06, p=.810, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.11, p=.741, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=2.26, p=.136, 
ηр²=.025 
F(1, 90)=1.20, p=.277, 
ηр²=.013 
Gender x ambivalent 
sexism 
F(1, 90)=1.31, p=.256, 
ηр²=.014 
F(1, 90)=1.54, p=.217, 
ηр²=.017 
F(1, 90)=0.14, p=.706, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 90)=2.12, p=.149, 
ηр²=.023 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
Table U3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of negative characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 2.99 (1.17) 2.88 (0.92) 2.94 (1.05) 3.08 (0.93) 2.79 (1.34) 2.90 (1.19) 
Individualistic ambition 3.09 (0.77) 3.08 (0.70) 3.09 (0.74) 3.59 (0.74) 3.19 (1.21) 3.30 (1.09) 
Total 3.04 (0.97) 2.93 (0.86)  3.29 (0.87) 2.99 (1.27)  
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Table U4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of positive characteristics. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.01 (0.87) 4.84 (0.53) 4.93 (0.73) 4.81 (0.47) 5.19 (0.67) 5.04 (0.62) 
Individualistic ambition 4.58 (0.66) 4.77 (0.04) 4.62 (0.59) 4.63 (0.87) 4.88 (1.05) 4.81 (0.59) 
Total 4.79 (0.79) 4.82 (0.46)  4.74 (0.64) 5.03 (0.88)  
 
Table U5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of competence. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.64 (0.91) 5.62 (0.70) 5.63 (0.80) 5.36 (0.85) 5.80 (0.73) 5.63 (0.79) 
Individualistic ambition 5.34 (0.58) 5.55 (0.55) 5.38 (0.57) 5.11 (0.73) 5.69 (0.86) 5.53 (0.85) 
Total 5.64 (0.91) 5.60 (0.65)  5.36 (0.85) 5.75 (0.79)  
 
Table U6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of warmth. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 4.31 (0.89) 3.95 (0.79) 4.14 (0.85) 4.02 (0.43) 4.35 (0.82) 4.22 (0.71) 
Individualistic ambition 3.90 (0.44) 3.92 (0.29) 3.90 (0.41) 4.26 (0.88) 4.37 (1.34) 4.34 (1.21) 
Total 4.10 (0.72) 3.94 (0.70)  4.12 (0.64) 4.36 (1.10)  
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Table U7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of morality. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 4.81 (1.13) 4.72 (0.80) 4.77 (0.97) 4.66 (0.58) 5.15 (0.98) 4.96 (0.87) 
Individualistic ambition 4.28 (0.70) 4.58 (0.56) 4.34 (0.67) 4.30 (0.93) 4.55 (1.31) 4.48 (1.20) 
Total 4.54 (0.95) 4.69 (0.74)  4.51 (0.74) 4.84 (1.18)  
 
Table U8. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of agency. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.79 (0.85) 5.69 (0.42) 5.74 (0.68) 5.60 (0.76) 5.57 (0.38) 5.58 (0.70) 
Individualistic ambition 5.66 (0.49) 5.58 (0.17) 5.64 (0.44) 5.12 (0.71) 5.57 (0.69) 5.51 (0.75) 
Total 5.72 (0.68) 5.67 (0.38)  5.40 (0.76) 5.62 (0.70)  
 
Table U9. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of communality. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 4.17 (0.92) 3.90 (0.67) 4.05 (0.81) 3.80 (0.76) 4.35 (0.96) 4.14 (0.91) 
Individualistic ambition 3.79 (0.68) 4.00 (0.28) 3.83 (0.62) 3.86 (0.85) 2.27 (1.27) 4.15 (1.16) 
Total 3.97 (0.81) 3.93 (0.60)  3.82 (0.77) 4.31 (1.11)  
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Table U10. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of suitability to risky leadership. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 4.47 (1.51) 4.04 (1.36) 4.27 (1.43) 3.45 (1.01) 3.34 (1.62) 3.38 (1.40) 
Individualistic ambition 4.09 (1.64) 3.63 (1.25) 4.00 (1.55) 4.14 (1.10) 3.85 (1.52) 3.94 (1.39) 
Total 4.27 (1.56) 3.94 (1.31)  3.74 (1.08) 3.61 (5.57)  
 
 
Table U11. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and ambivalent sexism, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of suitability to stable leadership. 
 Low ambivalent sexism High ambivalent sexism 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.78 (0.71) 5.77 (0.93) 5.77 (0.80) 5.30 (0.88) 5.48 (0.77) 5.41 (0.80) 
Individualistic ambition 5.40 (0.81) 4.42 (0.63) 5.20 (0.86) 4.95 (0.93) 5.02 (1.36) 5.00 (1.23) 
Total 5.58 (0.77) 5.45 (1.03)  5.16 (0.89) 5.24 (1.12)  
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APPENDIX V: STUDY 5, THREE WAY INTERACTIONS INCLUDING PARTICIPANT SEX 
 
Table V1.  F scores for interactions between character gender, type of ambition and sex of participant; character traits and sex of participant; and 
character gender and sex of participant. None of these interactions were found to be significant. 
 Negative 
characteristics 
Positive characteristics Competence Warmth Morality 
Interaction      
Gender x 
ambition type x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 90)=0.11, p=.738, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.12, p=.727, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.16, p=.688, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 90)=0.55, p=.459, 
ηр²=.006 
F(1, 90)=0.07, p=.787, 
ηр²=.001 
Ambition type x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 90)=2.99, p=.087, 
ηр²=.032 
F(1, 90)=1.30, p=.257, 
ηр²=.014 
F(1, 90)=0.36, p=.550, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 90)=1.72, p=.193, 
ηр²=.019 
F(1, 90)=2.40, p=.125, 
ηр²=.026 
Gender x 
participant sex 
F(1, 90)=2.63, p=.108, 
ηр²=.028 
F(1, 90)=0.43, p=.513, 
ηр²=.005 
F(1, 90)=0.02, p=.901, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.20, p=.654, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 90)=1.99, p=.162, 
ηр²=.022 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
 
Table V2. F scores for interactions between character gender, type of ambition and sex of participant; character traits and sex of participant; and 
character gender and sex of participant.  None of these interactions were found to be significant. 
 Agency Communality Suitability to Risky 
Leadership 
Suitability to Stable 
Leadership 
Interaction     
Gender x ambition 
type x participant sex 
 
F(1, 90)=0.002, p=.964, 
ηр²<001 
F(1, 90)=0.29, p=.594, 
ηр²=.003 
F(1, 90)=0.38, p=.541, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 90)=0.23, p=.632, 
ηр²=.003 
Ambition type x 
participant sex 
 
F(1, 90)=0.40, p=.530, 
ηр²=.004 
F(1, 90)=1.24, p=.269, 
ηр²=.014 
F(1, 90)=0.19, p=.660, 
ηр²=.002 
F(1, 90)=0.13, p=.724, 
ηр²=.001 
Gender x participant 
sex 
F(1, 90)=1.22, p=.272, 
ηр²=.013 
F(1, 90)=0.77, p=.382, 
ηр²=.009 
F(1, 90)=0.07, p=.800, 
ηр²=.001 
F(1, 90)=0.36, p=.549, 
ηр²=.004 
*indicates significance at p< .05  
! 257!
Table V3. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of negative characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 3.64 (1.34) 2.78 (1.67) 2.98 (1.23) 2.88 (0.96) 2.90 (1.18) 2.88 (1.04) 
Individualistic ambition 3.13 (1.03) 2.73 (1.15) 2.93 (1.08) 3.31 (0.60) 3.49 (1.02) 3.39 (0.81) 
Total 3.31 (1.13) 2.76 (1.14)  3.05 (0.85) 3.18 (1.13)  
 
Table V4. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of positive characteristics. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 4.67 (0.63) 5.04 (0.69) 4.95 (0.68) 4.99 (0.75) 5.03 (0.56) 5.01 (0.68) 
Individualistic ambition 4.69 (0.91) 5.01 (0.96) 4.85 (0.92) 4.53 (0.58) 4.74 (0.95) 4.63 (0.76) 
Total 4.68 (0.72) 5.03 (0.78)  4.80 (0.72) 4.89 (0.77)  
 
Table V5. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of competence. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.40 (1.00) 5.69 (0.65) 5.62 (0.73) 5.56 (0.87) 5.75 (0.80) 5.64 (0.84) 
Individualistic ambition 5.38 (0.73) 5.67 (0.94) 5.52 (0.83) 5.20 (0.55) 5.67 (0.72) 5.42 (0.67) 
Total 5.39 (0.80) 5.68 (0.75)  5.41 (0.77) 5.71 (0.75)  
! 258!
Table V6. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of warmth. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 3.80 (0.30) 4.16 (0.90) 4.07 (0.80) 4.29 (0.79) 4.19 (0.75) 4.25 (0.77) 
Individualistic ambition 4.19 (0.84) 4.39 (1.16) 4.29 (0.99) 3.89 (0.40) 4.21 (1.30) 4.04 (0.93) 
Total 4.05 (0.71) 4.24 (0.98)  4.12 (0.68) 4.20 (1.03)  
 
Table V7. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of morality. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 4.22 (0.90) 4.98 (1.04) 4.80 (1.04) 4.89 (0.92) 4.94 (0.77) 4.91 (0.85) 
Individualistic ambition 4.34 (1.17) 4.88 (1.24) 4.61 (1.20) 4.25 (0.35) 4.31 (1.15) 4.27 (0.80) 
Total 4.30 (1.05) 4.94 (1.09)  4.62 (0.80) 4.64 (1.00)  
 
Table V8. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of agency. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.83 (0.91) 5.54 (0.70) 5.61 (0.74) 5.68 (0.80) 5.73 (0.39) 5.70 (0.66) 
Individualistic ambition 5.46 (0.76) 5.44 (0.61) 4.45 (0.67) 5.11 (0.52) 5.81 (0.67) 5.65 (0.60) 
Total 5.60 (0.80) 5.51 (0.66)  5.61 (0.69) 5.77 (0.54)  
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Table V9. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of communality. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 3.80 (0.49) 4.09 (0.79) 4.02 (0.73) 4.08 (0.93) 4.23 (0.96) 4.14 (0.93) 
Individualistic ambition 3.78 (0.85) 4.51 (1.17) 4.14 (1.06) 3.82 (0.66) 4.00 (1.13) 3.91 (0.89) 
Total 3.79 (0.72) 4.24 (0.94)  3.98 (0.83) 4.12 (1.03)  
 
Table V10. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of suitability to risky leadership. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 3.80 (1.60) 3.41 (1.36) 3.50 (1.39) 4.13 (1.38) 3.96 (1.71) 4.06 (1.50) 
Individualistic ambition 3.50 (1.32) 3.56 (1.31) 3.53 (1.28) 4.50 (1.47) 4.00 (1.57) 4.27 (1.50) 
Total 3.61 (1.38) 3.46 (1.31)  4.28 (1.41) 3.98 (1.61)  
 
Table V11. Means and standard deviations for three way ANOVAs including target gender, ambition type and sex of participant, for the dependent 
variable of judgements of suitability to stable leadership. 
 Male participant Female participant 
 Male target Female target Total Male target Female target Total 
Collective ambition 5.33 (1.13) 5.27 (0.78) 5.29 (0.85) 5.65 (0.72) 6.03 (0.74) 5.80 (0.74) 
Individualistic ambition 5.04 (0.95) 4.67 (0.94) 4.85 (0.94) 5.40 (0.79) 5.08 (1.47) 5.26 (1.14) 
Total 5.14 (0.99) 5.05 (0.87)  5.55 (0.75) 5.57 (1.22)  
